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Abstract  
At the turn of the twenty-first century, changing international and national economic 
circumstances led the Australian government to focus on the role of the higher 
education sector in the pursuit of a knowledge economy. In 2002, the government 
initiated a review of higher education as a formative evaluation strategy to determine 
merit, uncover issues and tensions, and to elicit new directions in policy (Department 
of Education, Science and Training, 2002b). In response to this 2002 review, the 
government developed a reform package entitled Our Universities: Backing 
Australia’s Future (Nelson, B., 2003). Within this government reform package were 
three national initiatives focused on learning and teaching. These were the Learning 
and Teaching Performance Fund (LTPF), the Australian Learning and Teaching 
Council (ALTC), and the Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA). 
 
The purpose of this thesis is to conduct a program evaluation of this intervention and, 
in particular, the initial cycle of these three national learning and teaching initiatives 
in order to document the events and analyse both the intended and unintended 
outcomes in terms of learning and teaching policy and practice. Based on Rog’s 
contextual parameters (2012), which provided an organisational structure to examine 
an intervention and enable increased understanding of longer term influences and 
outcomes, this study adopts program evaluation (Owen & Rogers, 1999) as its 
theoretical framework (Patton, 1975, 2002) and the methodological approach of 
illuminative evaluation (Parlett & Hamilton, 1972, 1976) to investigate both intended 
and unintended consequences of the 2002 government attempts to influence higher 
education providers’ behaviours in terms of learning and teaching policy and 
  iii 
practice. This structured approach takes into account the multiple interconnected 
contexts of higher education in Australia and applies three methods of analysis – 
(i) content analysis; (ii) descriptive statistical analysis; and (iii) bibliometric analysis 
– against a number of data sources, including government documents, national 
initiative processes and outcomes of their initial cycles (2002 to 2008), higher 
education providers’ websites, advertised employment opportunities, and journal 
articles published during this period with a specific and identified learning and 
teaching focus. 
 
The findings suggest that the three national initiatives within the 2003 government 
reform package were generally successful in terms of bringing learning and teaching 
to the attention of higher education providers and the academy through: (i) the 
consistent application of an external agency quality audit model applied to all higher 
education providers; (ii) the recognition of learning and teaching through teaching 
excellence awards; (iii) an environment encouraging collaboration between higher 
education providers and industry partners nurtured through a grant system; 
(iv) support for applied research as of equal status as pure research through the 
provision of funding grants; and (v) a demonstrable increase in the scholarship of 
teaching through published journal articles.  
 
These five findings provide evidence to support the contention that the purpose of the 
learning and teaching quality agenda in higher education in Australia, consisting of 
its four categories of improvement, performance, accountability and investment, was 
enhanced and enriched as a result of these three national learning and teaching 
initiatives. However, there is another side to this intervention, the LTPF, which 
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involved the introduction of a little-known outputs–outcomes framework. This 
national initiative was based on policies borrowed from overseas, with little apparent 
attempt to match it to the Australian higher education context. Further, it involved 
funding allocation of $224 million on debatable grounds and may lead stakeholders 
to consider the LTPF as, what Birnbaum (2000) and Ponzi and Koenig (2002) have 
called a managerial fad. The LTPF appears to have created an environment where 
Australian higher education providers and the academy as a whole developed a 
minimalist approach to the Learning and Teaching Quality Agenda whereby mere 
compliance was perceived as a sufficient response.  
 
Overall, the results of this research suggest that for the betterment of higher 
education and Australian society as a whole, the government should trust the higher 
education sector, higher education providers and the academy to be responsible for 
the successful education of Australia’s citizenry. Such a shift would hand back 
agency to the academy and its stakeholders, and allow providers to lead the nation in 
the genuinely harmonious pursuit of a knowledge economy. In theoretical terms, the 
thesis reinforces the critical nature of contextualisation for all policies borrowed or 
transferred from one setting to another. In practical terms, the thesis asserts that the 
four categories of improvement, performance, accountability, and investment support 
a more enhanced view of the purpose of the learning and teaching quality agenda in 
higher education in Australia that reflects the wider interests of stakeholders. 
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Chapter 1 The Problem  1 
Chapter 1 The Problem 
The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the implementation of the 2003 
government reform package focused on learning and teaching in higher education in 
Australia during the specific period of 2002 to 2008. The central phenomenon that 
this thesis addresses is the process and consequences of policy changes in higher 
education in Australia. Each change appears to have been triggered in reaction to the 
previous administration’s perspective on the purpose or governance of higher 
education. This alignment to the political cycle meant that policy implementation 
driving change in higher education has been short lived, with little or no independent 
evaluation to determine worth, success or influence. This issue is further 
compounded by the tendency of governments to borrow educational policy from 
overseas, with mixed evidence of any previous success of the elements of such an 
agenda. Furthermore, these interventions were implemented with no systematic 
archival mechanisms in place to document their introduction to Australia, to assist 
and advise future government reform and policy implementation, or as a legacy for 
future evaluative research. 
 
Any government deciding to invoke widespread change in its higher education sector 
through implementation of new policies impacts on every institution, all staff and 
students, often in both the time taken up and the heightened emotions caused. 
Ultimately, when this has an influence on educational quality, it will also influence 
the citizenry and the country. Given this level of significance, it is perhaps wise to 
enhance understanding of government reviews as change agents and, in the case of 
this thesis, to consider whether an investigation of one government reform package, 
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as a case and point in time, can contribute to the broader knowledge and 
understanding of government reviews as a whole.  
 
To set the scene for the current study, in 2002 the Australian government held a 
review of higher education entitled Higher Education at the Crossroads (Department 
of Education, Science and Training, 2002b). In 2003, the government responded to 
this review with a reform package called Our Universities: Backing Australia’s 
Future (Nelson, B., 2003). The sharp focus within the 2003 government reform 
package was the implementation of three national initiatives – Learning and 
Teaching Performance Fund (LTPF), Australian Learning and Teaching Council 
(ALTC), and Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA) – focused on 
reinforcing the value and place of learning and teaching within higher education in 
Australia. In 2008, another change of government leadership triggered another 
government review of higher education called Future Directions for Tertiary 
Education (Bradley, 2008). These two government reviews provide convenient start 
and end points for a critical analysis of the 2003 government reform package to 
determine whether the 2003 government reform package of higher education in 
Australia may be linked to the outcomes and success of the three national initiatives 
involved. 
 
The value of this investigation is strongly supported through and extends other 
studies that offer a contrasting perspective to this particular time in Australian higher 
education history. In particular, these other studies focused on: (i) a critical policy 
analysis of the 2002 government review of higher education and its implications for 
the state of Western Australia (Shanks, 2006); (ii) a review of ten years of external 
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quality assurance audits in Australia (Shah, M., 2012); and (iii) the government 
leadership during this period through the Howard years (Aulich & Wettenhall, 2005) 
and the Rudd years (Aulich & Evans, 2010). The current study will directly 
contribute to expanding this multifaceted critical analysis of higher education in 
Australia. 
 
The present evaluative study aims to contribute to practice by documenting the 
government review, reform package and policy implementation of three national 
initiatives focused on learning and teaching in order to derive a set of 
recommendations to assist and advise decision makers for future government reviews 
of higher education in Australia. Furthermore, the contribution to theoretical 
knowledge arising from this study was through the research evaluation of policy 
implementation, where the policy was borrowed from elsewhere, and was so fleeting 
that in some circles may be deemed a managerial fad. Within this study, this term 
could be applied to one national initiative, the LTPF. 
 
This chapter is structured to include the following sections. 
 1.1 Research questions 
 1.2 Evaluation research from Patton’s perspective 
 1.3 Program evaluation 
 1.4 Policy borrowing in education 
1.5 The current researcher as an evaluator 
 1.6 The structure of the thesis 
 1.7 Conclusion 
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1.1 Research questions 
The aim of this study is to document and theorise the consequences of the 2002 
government review of higher education, which led to the 2003 government reform 
package on learning and teaching in higher education in Australia in the period 2002 
to 2008 through the perspective of program evaluation and the methodology of 
illuminative evaluation. From this central aim, the following three questions flow. 
Question 1: To what extent did the 2003 government reform package 
focus specifically on learning and teaching in higher 
education? 
Question 2: What changes in learning and teaching may be identified in 
the period 2002 to 2008? 
Question 3: How did the 2003 government reform package change the 
profile of the learning and teaching quality agenda in higher 
education in Australia? 
 
The current research represents an independent evaluation of the 2002 government 
review and consequent 2003 government reform package by adopting a methodology 
to conduct an evaluation of a large-scale illuminative program evaluation that is 
unique in its focus on learning and teaching. Figure 1 outlines the specific milestones 
associated with the review under examination. 
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Figure1: Review milestones 
 
The design of the evaluation research is briefly outlined in the next section and 
expanded upon in Chapter 4. 
1.2 Evaluation research from Patton’s perspective 
This section will establish the overarching setting for this investigation and firmly 
locate it within evaluation research (Patton, 1975, 2002). This layered view was 
adapted from Crotty’s (1998) work and assists scholars and students to understand 
social interventions through the different ideologies underpinning each intervention. 
In many ways, this way of looking at research through a global view lends itself to 
this thesis as it requires the author to place herself and the studies under investigation 
into sharp focus for both the audience and the author. 
 
This thesis adopts Crotty’s (1998) four-layered view of the world through the lens of 
Patton (Figure 2). Located mainly within qualitative inquiry, the perspective adopted 
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for this study is evaluation research, and the theoretical framework is program 
evaluation, also known as implementation analysis (Neal, 1999; Ryan, 1999). The 
methodology is illuminative evaluation (Parlett & Hamilton, 1972, 1976) that 
investigates both the intended and unintended outcomes, and the methods are content 
analysis, descriptive statistical analysis and bibliometric analysis. This notion of a 
global view was particularly relevant as the discipline under investigation is higher 
education, which Scriven (2013) considers interdisciplinary and for which 
researchers are encouraged to adopt an interdisciplinary approach (Adkins, 2009). 
Further, the perspective for this study is evaluation research, which Scriven (2013) 
considers to be transdisciplinary and, therefore, central to every discipline. 
 
Figure 2: Global view of program evaluation (adapted from Crotty, 1998 and Patton, 1975, 2002) 
 
Moving from the broadest, global view of perspective as evaluation research, 
Chapter 2 of this thesis illustrates how Rog’s contextual parameters (2012) provide 
an organisational structure to examine an intervention and enable increased 
understandings of longer term influences and outcomes of this study. Then Chapter 4 
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portrays Parlett and Hamilton’s (1972, 1976) illuminative evaluation as the 
methodology and the methods as content analysis, descriptive statistical analysis and 
bibliometric analysis. In addition, this thesis is based in evaluation research and the 
next section will outline the theoretical framework as program evaluation. 
1.3 Program evaluation 
Within the management literature, the term implementation analysis is used when a 
researcher is interested in determining outcomes of the implementation of a policy 
(Neal, 1999; Ryan, 1999). From an evaluation research perspective, this type of 
investigation is called program evaluation, particularly in education, where policy 
deployment effectively works as an intervention (Owen & Rogers, 1999). For the 
purposes of this current study, the term program evaluation will be used as it 
strongly aligns with evaluation research. In particular, program evaluation is 
intended to assist decision makers, in this case the Australian government, to make a 
record of the times and events, and provide a useful guide to the future (Kogan, 
2005). Decision makers are being asked to plan more carefully and reflect more 
critically to be able to justify the decisions made (Owen & Rogers, 1999). However, 
program evaluation is often linked to policy borrowing in education, where a policy 
is borrowed from one setting and implemented in another. This notion of policy 
borrowing in education is outlined in the following section. 
1.4 Policy borrowing in education 
As outlined in Chapter 2, the migration of the learning and teaching quality agenda 
can be followed from the United States of America, to Europe, through the United 
Kingdom and eventually to Australia. Being able to trace this migration assists 
decision makers and policy makers to understand the success of this migration (Dale, 
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1999). Such policy migration is also known as policy borrowing (Halpin & Troyna, 
1995). In many situations, educational policy is not developed in isolation but rather 
is borrowed or transferred from one context to another (Dale, 1999; Halpin & 
Troyna, 1995; Steiner-Khami, 2006). This trend in cross-national education policy 
borrowing often: (i) concerns the legitimisation of political views for success, 
although it requires a degree of synchrony between education systems (Halpin & 
Troyna, 1995); (ii) would benefit from consideration of timing for implementation 
(Steiner-Khami, 2006); and (iii) requires consideration of the economics of policy 
borrowing in order to aid successful implementation (Steiner-Khami, 2006). 
Furthermore, before policies are borrowed it is important to understand whether the 
policy was successful in its original context and to determine what adaptations may 
be required for application in its new context (Lingard, 2010; Lingard & Garrick, 
2013). If a policy is borrowed, implemented without sufficient modification for the 
local context and is then subsequently found to be unsuccessful, it may be deemed a 
managerial fad (Birnbaum, 2000; Ponzi & Koenig, 2002). This is discussed below. 
 
Especially within the context of quality assurance and the different ways in which 
governments control their higher education sectors, Birnbaum (2000) and Ponzi and 
Koenig (2002) present a cautionary note concerning the speed in which managerial 
processes emerge, are enacted and then fade away. Building on the work of Pascale 
(1990), Birnbaum investigated the life cycle of academic management processes over 
the period 1950 to 1990 and identified two dozen such processes adopted by higher 
education institutions that turned out to be managerial fads (Birnbaum, 2000). The 
management innovations considered included strategic planning, total quality 
management, continuous quality improvement, and benchmarking. A fad was 
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defined as: (i) usually borrowed from other settings; (ii) applied without full 
consideration of its limitations; (iii) presented as either complex or deceptively 
simple; (iv) reliant on jargon; and (v) with an emphasis on rational decision making 
(Allen & Chaffee, 1981; Birnbaum, 2000). Despite good intentions for institutional 
improvement, the introduction of a new managerial fad was also found to enhance 
the risk of institutional disruption and the potential for employees to develop 
cynicism and resistance to change. Within the study, Birnbaum (2000) demonstrated 
that, although a fad may have huge success in one or two instances of application at a 
higher education institution, it often fails dismally at the sectoral level. What was 
disturbing about this notion of cycles of managerial fads, which sweep through 
higher education on a regular basis, was the overwhelming faith of governments and 
managers in these models to offer improvement, while the literature continued to 
suggest a paucity of data to prove their worth (Ponzi & Koenig, 2002). The role of 
the evaluator within this context is outlined in the following section. 
1.5 The current researcher as an evaluator 
This thesis summarises the findings of this illuminative evaluation, guided by the 
research questions, to make a substantive and theoretical contribution to evaluative 
literature, and to understand the effects of a government review. One critical 
component of Patton’s (1975, 2002) view on perspective is that evaluation research 
occurs through the eyes of the evaluator, an expert in evaluation. This positive view 
on evaluation is counter-balanced by ongoing discourse about the advantages and 
disadvantages of being an insider or outsider in qualitative research (Dwyer & 
Buckle, 2009; Elliott, 1988). The current researcher is an insider, with twenty years’ 
experience in the higher education sector as an alumni and/or employee of four 
Chapter 1 The Problem  10 
different Australian universities. She is currently employed at Queensland University 
of Technology, manages two main policy areas, including course quality assurance 
and evaluation of courses, teaching, units and the student experience, and is the 
editor for the Evaluation Journal of Australasia. The current researcher would also 
be considered an outsider and independent of the Australian government and its 
government review, reform and implementation of three national learning and 
teaching initiatives (Dwyer & Buckle, 2009; Eisner, 1976, 1985; Elliott, 1988). This 
background and experience plays an important role in shaping her approach to this 
evaluation research and, as stated by Eisner (1976, 1985), this is considered an 
advantage, as an outsider may overlook or miss essential parts of the story (Patton, 
1975, 2002). Therefore, it is important to note that the narrative of this thesis is 
shaped by the experiences and understanding developed by the current researcher, as 
an experienced evaluator, higher education provider insider and government outsider. 
Further, this study strives to mitigate any bias arising from the issue of insider–
outsider by portraying a balanced viewpoint of this intervention. 
1.6 The structure of the thesis 
This thesis is structured in chapters, each with a specific purpose, as follows. 
Chapter 1: The problem. This chapter outlines the problem statement that sets the 
stage for the research investigation and the parameters of the thesis. 
Chapter 2: Contextual background. This chapter profiles the background to this 
study, documents the history of quality assurance processes and articulates 
why this study is important to practitioners and scholars. 
Chapter 3: Environmental scan of learning and teaching practice through the 
literature. This chapter outlines how the literature would inform and assist in 
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understanding current practice within the setting of higher education in 
Australia. 
Chapter 4: Methodology and Methods. This chapter justifies the selection of 
illuminative evaluation as a methodology and the application of content 
analysis, descriptive statistical analysis and bibliometric analysis as the 
methods. 
Chapter 5: Results: Implementation of national initiatives. This first results 
chapter documents the implementation and outcomes of the three national 
initiatives (LTPF, ALTC, and AUQA) as historic events, and analyses their 
outcomes. 
Chapter 6: Results: Practical influence of learning and teaching practice. This 
second results chapter investigates alternative datasets to the three national 
initiatives, to determine the influence of this intervention on institutional and 
individual practice. 
Chapter 7: Conclusion. The final chapter summarises the recommendations for 
government and the implications for theoretical knowledge to assist the 
scholarly community in understanding how policy implementation may be 
evaluated. 
1.7 Conclusion 
The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the implementation of the 2003 
government reform package, which focused on learning and teaching in higher 
education in Australia during the specific period of 2002 to 2008. Due to the 
dynamic nature of the higher education sector since the start of the twenty-first 
century and the lapse in time from the period under examination (2002 to 2008) to 
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the publication of this thesis (2014), where further government reviews of higher 
education have occurred, readers are asked to suspend their current knowledge of 
higher education in Australia and step back in time to the very beginning of this 
century. Back to the time when the learning and teaching quality agenda in higher 
education in Australia was self-regulatory, included an established set of national 
performance indicators, where all higher education providers were required to 
provide biannual reporting, and the Australian Qualifications Framework was 
something that was considered important for other education sectors.  
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Chapter 2 Contextual background 
The purpose of explaining the contextual background is to unpack the multiple layers 
of context that were in play at the time of the 2002 government review and 2003 
government reform package. As Rog (2012) argued, understanding context is an 
important dimension of any evaluation and, as such, a thorough explanation of the 
context may appear to be somewhat descriptive. However, when conducting program 
evaluation research, it is imperative to provide the full story to understand the 
parameters or variables that may influence the outcomes (Maggetti, Gilardi & 
Radaelli, 2012). 
 
This thesis evaluates the influence of three national learning and teaching initiatives 
that emerged from the 2003 government reform package. This takes place within an 
environment of constant change aligned to political leadership, where policies are 
borrowed and often implemented within a contracted timeframe. Thus, a particular 
and unique set of contextual parameters were in play at the time under consideration. 
To explain these contextual parameters, this thesis has adopted Rog’s (2012) model 
(Figure 3). Through this model, the 2003 government reform package may be 
regarded as an intervention, offering an opportunity to understand the specific 
triggers leading to that intervention, and will assist in setting the scene for the 
investigation. As shown in Figure 3, such an intervention sits within multiple 
contexts, which include: 
 
• broader environment context: Within which social or organisational 
contexts does the issue reside? 
• problem context: What is the intervention ostensibly trying to address?  
Chapter 2 Contextual background Page 14 
• decision making: What is the current political context of decision making?  
• intervention context: What is the program proposed to be?  
• evaluation context: How was the evaluation conducted? (Rog, 2012)  
 
Figure 3: Model of contextual parameters (Rog, 2012) 
 
Each intervention may be viewed as possessing a number of situated dimensions that 
describe the circumstances surrounding the issue. These could include physical, 
organisational, social, cultural, traditional, historical or political dimensions. Rog’s 
contextual parameters basically set the scene within which an intervention occurs and 
may be subsequently evaluated. This model provides an organisational structure 
within which an intervention, such as that represented by the 2003 government 
reform package, may be examined through a program evaluation approach, thus 
enabling increased understanding of the intervention and its longer term influences 
and contexts outcomes. 
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 Rog’s five contexts (Figure 3) can be applied to the present study (Figure 4) with the 
addition of ordinal numbering, indicating the structured approach undertaken to 
evaluate this intervention and the layout for this section. Figure 4 presents the 
application of Rog’s contextual parameters, which guides the current study, moving 
from the macro context of international quality agenda through to the micro level 
context of the present evaluation. 
 
Figure 4: Contextual parameters for this study (adapted from Rog, 2012) 
 
Chapter 2.1 Broader environment context: International quality agenda is the 
development of quality assurance and its migration from America to 
Europe and through to Australia. 
Chapter 2.2 Problem context: Australian quality agenda refers to the time when 
the government introduced two generations of performance evaluation 
and management. 
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Chapter 2.3 Decision making context: Learning and teaching in higher 
education in Australia specifically explores Australia’s contribution 
to the field of higher education. 
Chapter 2.4 Intervention context: The 2003 government reform package, 
through implementation of three learning and teaching national 
initiatives, is the intervention under current examination. 
Chapter 3.0 Environmental scan of literature and practice provides the 
circumstances surrounding the 2003 intervention, including the 
academy, investment in research, standards or regulations and the 
notion of measurement or evaluation.  
Chapter 4.0 Evaluation context: This evaluation is the current application of 
illuminative evaluation as a methodology within the current study. 
 
The context-sensitive aspects specific to this study are discussed individually in the 
following sections. 
2.1 The broader context: International quality agenda 
This section follows the emergence of quality assurance in higher education in the 
United States of America and its migration to Europe and the United Kingdom, 
leading into higher education in Australia. 
 
This section is structured through the following sub-sections. 
 
 2.1.1  Self-regulatory self-study model with institutional authority 
 2.1.2 Outputs–outcomes framework with state government authority 
 2.1.3 Self-regulatory self-study model under national agency guidance 
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 2.1.4 External audits standard model under national legislation 
 2.1.5 International profile of learning and teaching quality agenda in  
  higher education 
2.1.1 Self-regulatory self-study model with institutional 
authority 
The origins and definition of quality assurance in higher education may be traced 
back to the late 1800s in the United States of America (Roades & Sporn, 2002), 
where quality assurance emerged during a period of rapid growth in colleges and 
universities (Goldin & Fatz, 1999). In America, quality assurance moved from 
business to government and through to education (Birnbaum, 2000; Roades & Sporn, 
2002), where the model was modified to suit the new environment of higher 
education. This early practice of a self-regulatory self-study model of quality 
assurance involved a five-step process: (i) the undertaking of an institutional self-
review; (ii) a visit by an external panel of experts to the institution for a short period 
of review; (iii) the production of a report by the panel; (iv) the response provided by 
the institution; and (v) the final evaluation provided by the panel and made public. 
Authority for this activity remained with the institutions concerned. Even though 
Scriven (1991) criticised the limited nature of the modification as being superficial, 
this model remained standard practice in higher education in America for over a 
century. However, America’s approach was situated in the local environment, 
managed by and focused on individual institutions (Roades & Sporn, 2002).  
 
The adoption of this self-regulatory self-study model of quality assurance often 
required guidance from a national agency. Established in 1946, the American Society 
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for Quality was an early example of an agency that guided practice (Roades & Sporn, 
2002). As an independent, non-profit organisation, it was comprised of a global 
community of experts who offered quality guidance, best practice, training and 
policy advice to individual professionals, organisations, businesses, higher education 
institutions, and government departments.  
 
This model of self-regulatory self-study with institutional authority, and its strong 
stakeholder ownership, informed institutional strategic decision making (Mackey, 
1998, 2004). This model directly informed the Higher Education Quality Assurance 
Framework introduced in Australia in 2002 (Department of Education, Science and 
Training, 2002b). 
2.1.2 Outputs–outcomes framework with state government 
authority 
In direct contrast to the longevity of the self-regulatory self-study model of quality 
assurance described above, a performance-based funding model was introduced into 
one state in America, Tennessee, in 1979, and had very limited overall uptake 
(Banta, Rudolph, van Dyke & Fisher, 1996; Roades & Sporn, 2002). The 
development of a performance-based funding model of quality assurance that 
measures performance based on an outputs–outcomes framework, was premised on 
the need for accountability for public expenditure (Chakravarthy, 1986; Mackay, 
1998, 2004). After several revisions, this model of quality assurance came to consist 
of four elements: (i) allocation of resources according to quality performance 
measures; (ii) a focus on accountability and improvement; (iii) compliance with to 
the resource allocation cycle; and (iv) a requirement that institutions demonstrate 
Chapter 2 Contextual background Page 19 
their accountability in the use of public funds. This performance-based funding 
model of quality assurance directly linked funding to performance through an 
identified series of performance metrics. Due to frequent changes in the model and 
associated metrics, institutions began adopting a tokenistic approach for the sake of 
compliance (Brint, 2009; National Commission on Accountability in Higher 
Education, 2005). This performance-based funding model provided strong evidence 
of performance, and informed accountability of public expenditure, but permitted 
little stakeholder ownership within the centrally driven approach. 
 
It was this performance-based funding model within an outputs–outcomes 
framework that moved the government’s relationship with institutions from one of 
authoritative oversight to active involvement in financial and economic decisions 
(Alexander, D., 2009) and directly informed the introduction of the Learning and 
Teaching Performance Fund introduced in Australia in 2006. The process whereby 
this little-known model of quality assurance reached Australia will now be 
addressed. 
2.1.3 Self-regulatory self-study model under national agency 
guidance 
After a century of practice in the United States of America, the trend towards quality 
assurance in higher education moved from America to Europe in the late 1980s and 
took the shape of a quality self-regulatory self-study model (Roades & Sporn, 2002). 
The European model of quality assurance involved a four-step process: (i) a self-
initiated procedure; (ii) a self-evaluation; (iii) site visits; and (iv) publicly available 
external evaluation reports (Roades & Sporn, 2002; Van Vught & Westerheijden, 
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1994). Europe’s adoption of the American model of quality assurance was directly 
influenced by three versions of isomorphism: coercive isomorphism; mimetic 
isomorphism; and normative isomorphism. Examples of these versions  are outlined 
below. 
 
First, an example of coercive isomorphism occurred when the American government, 
which had adopted quality assurance from the business community, then coerced, or 
required, the higher education sector to adopt a modified version (Roades & Sporn, 
2002; Van Vught & Westerheijden, 1994). As discussed below, coercion usually 
takes the form of funding or regulation. Second, an example of mimetic isomorphism 
occurred when the European Union higher education sector, in the pursuit of market 
share against a strong competitor, America, mimicked, or copied, the American 
quality assurance model in order to look similar to its competitors (Roades & Sporn, 
2002; Van Vught & Westerheijden, 1994). Third, an example of normative 
isomorphism occurred within the European academic community, where there is 
evidence to show that professional mechanisms, which include scholarly work, 
communities and networks, conferences, keynote speakers and increased interest in 
quality assurance, built a normative conduit for adoption of ideas across the 
academic community and across international boundaries (Roades & Sporn, 2002; 
Van Vught & Westerheijden, 1994). 
 
In addition, Van Vught and Westerheijden (1994) and Roades and Sporn (2002) 
indicated that the European academic community used professional mechanisms, 
including scholarly work, communities and networks, conferences, and keynote 
speakers that resulted in an increased interest in quality assurance as ideas moved 
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across international academic communities. Therefore, policies and practices can 
move across international planes through coercive, mimetic, and normative 
isomorphism and this form of standardisation is indicative of the whole international 
standards movement.  
 
After World War II, Europe underwent a great deal of change, both politically and, 
for some countries, geographically. In P. Scott’s (2002) review of European reform 
in higher education, the introduction of the communist era in Europe in 1945, and its 
subsequent collapse in 1989, divided Europe into east and west, with the eastern 
higher education institutions experiencing limited resources, exchange of ideas, and 
academic mobility in comparison with their western counterparts. The formation of 
the European Union through the Maastricht Treaty in 1993 and the 
reconceptualisation of higher education through the Sorbonne Declaration in 1998 
and the Bologna Declaration in 1999 led to change that went beyond national borders 
(Van der Wende, 2000). In 1999, the European Union developed a strategic plan to 
reposition and reinforce higher education as a strong competitor (for international 
students) against America. The Bologna model of curriculum, as it became known, 
instigated the notion of borderless education, where students may start their 
undergraduate degree in one country and finish at another institution within the 
European Union (European Higher Education Area, 2010). These declarations 
brought higher education institutions within the European Union to adopt a system of 
easily readable and comparable degrees that would facilitate student mobility. The 
adoption of the Bologna model brought into focus quality and how to ensure and 
assure that there are equivalences across each participating country despite their 
diverse collection of institutions, policies and practices.  
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After the introduction of the Bologna model, Europe continued to apply this model 
of self-regulatory self-study with the support and guidance of a national agency, the 
European Network for Quality Assurance (2012) in higher education. Established in 
2000, the purpose of this network was to guide and disseminate information and 
good practice in quality assurance and to promote European cooperation in higher 
education.  
 
In providing this brief overview of the introduction of the Bologna model, it is not 
the intention of the current researcher to oversimplify the fact that the 
implementation of this model would, in practice, be a complex and multifaceted 
process (Schriewer, 2009; Socha, 2011). Rather, this information is included to 
demonstrate the diversity in approaches to quality in the European context compared 
with the United States of America and Australia.  
2.1.4 External audit standards model under national 
legislation 
The United Kingdom was an early adopter of quality assurance in higher education 
within an environment of increasing accountability for public expenditure of funds 
and reduced funding (Harvey & Green, 1993). In the 1990s, the United Kingdom 
introduced a new six-year cycle that applied an external audit standards model of 
quality assurance into the higher education sector (Harvey, 2005). This quality 
assurance model involved a five-step process: (i) subject-based teaching quality 
assessment; (ii) institutional audit; (iii) research assessment exercise; 
(iv) professional and regulatory body accreditation; and (v) external examination 
(Harvey, 2005). With a number of overlapping and burdensome external 
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requirements, Harvey observed that this new model of quality assurance was 
perceived by some in the higher education community to reflect government distrust 
of higher education institutions’ ability to self-regulate. This reform moved higher 
education in the United Kingdom towards a detailed, central regulation that was 
different from the European Union’s model of guidance (Neave, 1994; Neave & van 
Vught, 1994). In a critical review of the history of quality evaluation in the United 
Kingdom, Harvey (2005) determined that quality assurance had become the primary 
policy for higher education.  
 
Under United Kingdom legislation, this external audit standards model of quality 
assurance required oversight by a regulator with authority. With more than a hundred 
professional or regulatory bodies occupied in reviewing course provision in the 
United Kingdom, the additional burden of a meta-national agency, the Quality 
Council, received criticism for its increased level of intervention into higher 
education and the extent to which the council tried to force, under legal penalties, 
those outcomes that negotiation failed to achieve (Neave, 1994; van Vught, 1991).  
 
In 1997, the United Kingdom established a second national agency, the Quality 
Assurance Agency. This agency was an independent body with partial funding raised 
through institutional subscriptions and the remaining funds earned through 
contractual services offered by the funding bodies (Harvey, 2005). The United 
Kingdom received further criticism that its processes were burdensome, overly 
bureaucratic and more about compliance than improvement (Harvey, 2005; Roades 
& Sporn, 2002). The multiple layers of quality assurance contributed to the European 
perception that quality assurance in the United Kingdom had become similar to a 
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juggernaut. However, it was this model that later directly informed the Australian 
quality assurance model emerging from the 2008 review of higher education. 
2.1.5 International profile of learning and teaching quality 
agenda in higher education 
By way of summary, Figure 5 locates the different types of quality initiatives 
discussed in this section under three categories: improvement, performance and 
accountability. Each category represents a different purpose and intent, with support 
from government or agencies to implement the initiatives. 
 
Figure 5: Early classification of international initiatives supporting quality in higher education 
 
Figure 5 represents an early attempt by the current researcher to classify the different 
types of quality initiatives that support the learning and teaching quality agenda in 
higher education. For example: (i) self-regulatory self-study with institutional 
authority and external audit self-review guided by national agency could be 
considered improvement; (ii) self-audit self-review, external-audit self-review, 
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performance-based funding for excellence and merit-based recognition of excellence 
could all be considered performance; and (iii) external audit standards model, 
outputs–outcomes framework, regulatory risk framework, standards and government 
reporting could be classified under accountability. From seven years’ experience in a 
central university role managing course quality assurance and evaluation, the current 
researcher often deals with stakeholders who are confused by different 
understandings of quality of learning and teaching in higher education, who guides 
these different purposes for quality and to what extent different perspectives may be 
complementary. This early classification figure is tested later in this chapter against 
the Australian profile of the learning and teaching agenda in higher education and 
then again in Chapter 5 against the three national initiatives focused on learning and 
teaching that emerged from the 2003 government reform package. 
 
There is also a cautionary note to be found within the literature. When a government 
places an interest in quality in higher education for public accountability purposes 
ahead of academic autonomy, it thereby deliberately undermines academic autonomy 
(Alderman, G., 1996). There is no doubt that when expending public moneys 
institutions should always be accountable. However, it is in the interest of all citizens 
to ensure that academic autonomy continues, as “Academic autonomy is the 
lifeblood of higher education. It must not be stifled in the name of university politics 
or sacrificed on the altar of public accountability.” (Alderman, G., 1996, p. 192) 
 
Now that the international profile is outlined, the next section describes the problem 
context within Australia. 
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2.2 The problem context: Australian quality agenda  
The learning and teaching quality agenda in Australia will now be unpacked through 
the Australian government’s implementation of two government program evaluation 
and management systems, and their growing interest in performance indicators in 
higher education. 
 
This section is structured to include the following. 
 
 2.2.1 Two generations of performance evaluation and management systems 
 2.2.2 National performance indicators 
 2.2.3 Australia’s profile of learning and teaching quality agenda in  
  higher education 
2.2.1 Two generations of performance evaluation and 
management systems 
In 1983, a new Australian Labor government introduced program evaluation to the 
public sector (Mackay, 1998, 2004). Driven by the Department of Finance, the 
government was interested in tight control of public expenditure, through an annual 
budgetary process to inform its decision making and to improve the performance of 
the public sector. The purpose underpinning program evaluation has remained 
constant from 1987 to the present. The three main objectives were to (i) provide 
fundamental information on program performance to assist decision making; 
(ii) support the government’s policy development and support and strengthen 
departments’ internal management, including staff learning; and (iii) strengthen 
external reporting for accountability purposes (Mackay, 1998, 2004). During this 
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period of time two different performance approaches to the management of program 
evaluation were adopted, as described below. 
 
In Generation One of program evaluation in Australia, from 1987 to 1997, the Labor 
government deployed a performance evaluation and management system. This 
quality assurance model comprised four steps: (i) every program was to be evaluated 
every three to five years; (ii) each portfolio was to prepare an annual evaluation plan; 
(iii) ministers’ new policy proposals were to include a statement of proposed 
arrangements for future evaluation; and (iv) completed evaluation reports were 
normally to be published with the annual budget documentation included within the 
report (Mackay, 2004). Additionally, each department had devolved authority to 
select an evaluation approach to suit their purpose (Mackay, 1998, 2004). The 
tangible outcomes from this approach were delegated authority and agency to 
departments in their administrative spending, greater surety about the availability of 
future resources in a three-year forward-budgeting system, and a major reduction in 
the number of departments through amalgamation of portfolios.  
 
In Generation Two of program evaluation in Australia, from 1997 to the late 2000s, 
the Coalition government deployed an outputs–outcomes model and it involved three 
steps: (i) all departments were required to measure their performance; 
(ii) performance outcomes were agreed to by the departments and their ministers; 
and (iii) measurement was achieved through regular collection, analysis and 
reporting of performance information (Mackay, 2004). This model had the potential 
to elicit clarity of expectations between stakeholders, it benchmarked across 
departments or between sectors and encouraged departments to understand the result 
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chains within their areas. The main innovation influencing this second generation 
was the outputs–outcomes model, which: (i) facilitated a shared understanding of 
expected standards of performance; (ii) offered opportunities to benchmark across 
departments and between institutions or services; and (iii) encouraged departments to 
understand result chains or the logical links between spending, activities and outputs.  
A critical analysis by the World Bank Operations Evaluation Department (Mackay, 
2004) analysed these two generations of performance evaluation by the Australian 
government. Basically, Australia went from a successful devolved system of 
performance evaluation, with an extensive library of evaluation portfolios, which 
supported and informed government decision making to a centrally driven model that 
does not meet the needs of government. The earlier devolved model was strongly 
focused on the reporting of performance indicators, which reflected the change to a 
conservative government, and marked a change in the pursuit of public sector reform 
in Australia. As a result of this critical review, the World Bank study (Mackay, 2004) 
identified that the more recent outputs–outcomes framework fell short of the 
government’s goals and more explicitly failed to inform their decision making.  
 
Therefore, the Australian government’s second program evaluation and management 
system (1997 to the late 2000s) with its centrally driven, outputs–outcomes 
framework provided the contextual environment in which the search for learning and 
teaching quality emerged for this thesis. A major component of this framework relied 
on performance metrics and the emergence of national performance indicators in 
Australia.  
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2.2.2 National performance indicators 
A change of Australian government leadership to the Labor Party triggered the 1988 
government review of higher education and the last major reform, known as the 
Dawkins Reform (Croucher, Marginson, Norton, & Wells, 2013). The Unified 
National System emerged from the Dawkins Reform and was implemented to 
amalgamate universities and colleges of advanced education. In addition, the 
government became interested in performance indicators in higher education 
(Department of Education, Science and Training, 2002b; Geuna & Martin, 2003). 
Over the previous two decades the importance of performance appraisal had grown 
both nationally and internationally and, as a result, the government commissioned an 
investigation into performance indicators (Linke, 1991).  
 
Linke (1991) revealed the tension between expansion and funding, which had direct 
impact on how the sector responded to change. For example, institutional 
performance was broadly classified into three categories: institutional context; 
institutional performance; and participation and social equity. All institutions were 
then required to implement: (i) statistical reporting to the government; and 
(ii) implied expectations to participate in national student feedback surveys: Course 
Experience Questionnaire and the Graduate Destination Survey (Graduate Careers 
Australia, 2009; Richardson, 2005). This placed increased pressure on institutions to 
pursue research outputs through the introduction of the Composite Index (Geuna & 
Martin, 2003) and, as this was in direct response to reduced funding from the 
government, institutions adopted a managerial approach to their operational 
processes (Jiang, 2007). 
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F.K. Alexander (2000) linked the increased interest in the performance-based 
funding model of quality assurance in the late 1990s in Australia to a new economic 
movement to pressure institutions to be more accountable, more efficient and, as a 
result, more productive when using public funds.  
2.2.3 Australia’s profile of learning and teaching quality 
agenda in higher education in 2002 
By way of summary, Figure 6 summarises Australia’s profile of quality in higher 
education in 2002, leading into the decision making context surrounding the launch 
of a government review and government reform. 
 
Figure 6: Early classification of the Australian initiatives supporting quality in higher education in 
2002 
 
Figure 6 is once again an early attempt by the current researcher to classify the 
different types of quality initiatives. In 2002, these could be classified as: (i) annual 
benchmarking through national student feedback surveys (CEQ/GDS) and national 
performance indicators could be considered  improvement ; (ii) government 
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departmental self-audit self-reviews, AUQA external-audit self-reviews, and merit-
based recognition of excellence through Australian Universities Teaching Awards 
could be considered  performance ; and (iii) the outputs–outcomes framework 
through government reporting that informs institutional performance portfolios could 
be considered  accountability . 
This profile is outlined at the beginning of this thesis to establish the baseline for the 
purpose of the learning and teaching quality agenda in higher education in Australia 
in 2002 within three categories: improvement, performance and accountability. This 
profile will be used as a comparison point in Chapter 5, after examining the 
implementation of the learning and teaching components of the 2003 government 
reform package.  
 
Thus, the quality agenda in higher education in Australia may be seen as sitting 
within a government environment focused on outputs–outcomes, centrally driven, 
with reduced stakeholder engagement and a stronger client focus. This resulted in 
issues and tensions among stakeholders in higher education in Australia. 
2.3 Decision making context: Learning and teaching 
in higher education in Australia 
This section clarifies the issues confronting the higher education sector in 
Australiaby examining the context of each stakeholder at the turn of the twenty-first 
century. Two definitions inform this study: quality and, as a consequence, learning 
and teaching policy and practice. 
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
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 2.3.1 Australian higher education in the world 
2.3.2 Definition of quality leading to learning and teaching policy  
and practice 
 2.3.3 The contribution of the Australian higher education sector 
2.3.1 Australian higher education in the world 
The higher education sector in Australia is comprised of five major stakeholders: the 
government, higher education providers, the academy, students and the Australian 
public. For the success of this sector, all stakeholders should conduct their individual 
operations for a common goal – the betterment of higher education in Australia 
(Harvey & Knight, 1996).  
 
In 2000, Australia was at an economic crossroads. When the twentieth-century 
reliance on exploitation of natural resources for economic gain was faltering, the 
government realised the need for greater diversity in its sources of economic strength 
to reinforce its economic position in the world (Department of Education, Science 
and Training, 2003), and looked to the higher education sector to play a more 
significant role in Australia’s economic future. The Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (1996, 2004) found that there was a positive relationship 
between educational attainment and a country’s economic growth and this was 
strengthened when formal qualifications were a source of social capital for a 
country’s citizenry (Sewell, 1992). The Australian government determined that a  
knowledge economy  could support future economic stability; this would require an 
increase in the national focus on the higher education sector and especially on 
learning and teaching policy and practice. To aid clarity, two key terms that underpin 
this concept are now defined. 
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2.3.2 Definition of quality leading to learning and teaching 
policy and practice 
For some decades international entities and authors had been grappling with the 
notion of quality, and its application and implications for the higher education sector 
(Harvey, 1998; Harvey & Green, 1993). Harvey (1998) identified issues of concern 
about the appropriateness of evaluating quality when the activity moved from the 
local environment to a national environment. Alexander, D. (2009) was concerned 
about the lack of definition or shared understanding associated with terms such as 
quality and standards, which appeared to be absent within higher education 
documents. Harvey and Newton (2004) have drawn attention to the tension between 
the government’s concerns with accountability as distinct from the higher education 
sector’s interests in improvement of the quality of learning and teaching.  
 
Harvey and Green (1993) defined quality in higher education in two distinct ways: 
for the purpose of comparison; and to benchmark across units, divisions or 
institutions. Their research identified an overarching meta-quality concept of quality 
for transformation, with four subgroups: (i) excellence; (ii) perfection; (iii) fitness for 
purpose; and (iv) value for money. There was debate about whether quality should be 
viewed as being accountable, where the processes and practices of quality assurance 
were the driving force (Ramsden, 1981), or whether it referred to fitness for purpose 
where developing and maintaining the standard of the product was the focus 
(Department of Education, Science and Training, 2005d). A further insight suggested 
that institutions would be wise to strive for somewhere in between these two 
extremes of value for money and fitness for purpose (Harvey & Green, 1993). These 
authors contended that higher education requires both for a sustainable future.  
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Encompassing the work of Harvey and Green (1993), Harvey (1998), and Harvey 
and Newton (2004), the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(2009a, 2009b) defined quality as situational to the purpose, local to the specific 
context, and evaluated through appropriate strategies and evidence. This definition is 
adopted in this study as it permits quality accountability for the external government 
audience and quality improvement for the internal institutional audience. 
 
In the higher education sector, learning and teaching had often been viewed as 
having a unitary meaning and as standing in opposition to research in terms of the 
roles undertaken by the academy (Coates, Dobson, Goedegebuure & Meek, 2009; 
Coates, et al., 2009). Often terms such as teaching, teaching and learning, and 
learning and teaching were used interchangeably, with little clarity of meaning. As 
Compayre (1886) declared, learning and teaching is complex. Dunkin and Biddle 
(1974) defined learning and teaching as being methods and activities in teaching, 
which include the teachers themselves, the curriculum and associated activities, and 
all the interactions between the teachers and students within the learning 
environment. For the purposes of this study, learning and teaching policies and 
practices are defined as the methods and activities of teaching associated with the 
Australian government, higher education providers, the academy, students and the 
environment in which learning takes place. 
2.3.3 The contribution of the Australian higher education 
sector  
Within the national education policy setting, the Australian Qualifications 
Framework was adopted in 1995. This framework offered a formal structure to 
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benchmark educational standards and to guide the administration and granting of 
formal qualifications (Australian Qualifications Framework Advisory Board, 2007; 
Ministerial Council for Tertiary Education and Employment, 2011). The primary 
objectives included: (i) a national structure; (ii) flexible pathways; (iii) providing 
guidance to providers to meet requirements; (iv) flexibility to address diversity; 
(v) the encouragement of progress through all sectors; and (vi) the strengthening of 
vocational education and training, and recognition of all qualifications offered in 
Australia. The framework involved three education levels – primary; secondary and 
senior secondary; and tertiary – and was administered through three sectors: 
schooling; vocational education and training; and higher education.  
 
For the first time, the Australian Qualifications Framework introduced government 
regulation into all three sectors. Prior to 1995, the schooling and vocational 
education and training sectors had been part of wider education systems administered 
by various levels of government, and the higher education sector comprised entirely 
autonomous institutions (Norton, 2012). Unlike other approaches to quality 
modelling discussed earlier, the Australian Qualifications Framework was introduced 
without the support of any agency or regulator with oversight or responsibility for its 
implementation. As a result, the centrally administered schooling and vocational 
education and training sectors adopted the framework, while the autonomous higher 
education institutions were able to choose whether to adopt the framework or not. As 
a result, the Australian higher education sector remained largely self-regulating 
throughout the rest of the 1990s and the life of the ensuing 2002 government review 
and 2003 government reform, with the lack of regulation of the higher education 
sector eventually addressed in the 2008 government review (Bradley, 2008).  
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Between 2002 and 2008, the self-regulating higher education sector consisted of a 
range of providers. The Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations (2008) records that there were one hundred and eleven autonomous higher 
education providers in Australia. The sector was comprised of thirty-eight public 
universities and seventy-three private providers. Of the thirty-eight public 
universities, four were dual-sector providers that offered both higher education, and 
vocational education and training qualifications; a further seventeen were mixed-
sector providers that offered higher education within a registered training 
organisation, and one was both a dual and mixed-sector provider (Moodie, 2010).  
 
The overall student population consisted of 1,066,095 full-time-equivalent 
enrolments with 27% enrolled in postgraduate courses, 70% in undergraduate and 
3% in enabling and non-award courses (Department of Education, Science and 
Training, 2006a). The academic population included all academic staff employed at 
universities and this encompassed 39,548 full-time-equivalent staff, with 3% 
employed in teaching-only positions, 31% in research-only positions and 66% in 
teaching and research positions.  
 
At the same time as the national push for a knowledge economy, public universities 
faced financial constraints when a new government funding model reduced funding 
from 90% in 1981 to 75% in 2000 (Department of Education, Science and Training, 
2002b). This new model resulted in an overall reduction in real terms of 15% to 
publicly funded institutions within the sector. The funding liability was shared 
between government (50%) and students (25%), with the remainder (25%) being the 
responsibility of each institution. This reduced funding led to a growing interest in 
Chapter 2 Contextual background Page 37 
the efficiency of Australian universities and a perceived need for them to be more 
resourceful in their approaches to meet growing student demand (Abbott & 
Doucouliagos, 2003).  
 
The new national focus on learning and teaching was in direct contrast to the 
previous dominant discourse by higher education providers, which emphasised pure 
research, with applied research on learning and teaching viewed as a lesser species of 
research within the academy (Coaldrake, 2000a). This research culture was 
constantly reinforced through language, qualifications, employment criteria and, 
crucially, by the awarding of research grants. This emphasis on universities 
conducting research had emerged strongly through 1990s legislation (Norton, 2012), 
which guaranteed that the research quantum would be allocated based on a variety of 
research-based metrics collectively named the Composite Index (Geuna & Martin, 
2003). This ensured a close link between research outputs and funding. 
 
The impact of self-regulatory education standards, a reduced funding model and a 
research culture had direct implications on the academy. Since the 1970s, universities 
had increasingly found that combining research and teaching was proving difficult 
(Norton, 2012). As teaching funding follows the student, while research funding 
follows the project, this placed sizeable barriers to the employment of permanent 
ongoing academics engaged in both research and teaching. The result was the 
emergence of a largely casual teaching workforce. The increased workforce 
casualisation (Coates, Dobson, Edwards, et al., 2009; Coates, Dobson, 
Geodegebuure, et al., 2009; Coates & Geodegebuure, 2010; Percy, et al., 2008), led 
to increased scrutiny of the quality of learning and teaching, and increased 
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administrative workload for ongoing staff within a culture of intensified pressure to 
be active researchers (Briggs, 2005; McInnes, 2000; Rix, 2007). This issue was 
experienced within a national context of a lack of any national standard for teaching 
qualifications or training required of academic staff engaged in a higher education 
teaching role (Luzeckyj & Badger, 2008). The academy found itself time-poor and 
often poorly prepared for a learning and teaching role, at a point in history where 
scrutiny of the quality of learning and teaching practice was on the rise. 
 
Furthermore, the academy now consisted of two disparate groups, one that came 
from a strong theoretical approach to research and a second group that came from a 
strong practice-based approach to research. As a result of the implementation of the 
Unified National System in the late 1980s, where colleges of advanced education and 
universities merged, academics in the newly created faculties of education were 
encouraged to move away from research on their own educational practice to a more 
rigorous and theoretical research framework (Geuna & Martin, 2003). For example, 
research through application of an action research cycle for curriculum review and 
improvement was viewed poorly in comparison with research through scientific 
experiments.  
 
The student environment was directly impacted by widening participation, a more 
diverse student cohort and an increased student-to-staff ratio at the same time as the 
cost of education was rising (Department of Education, Science and Training, 
2002b). While the student environment was in a period of change, so were students’ 
expectations. Katter (2006) found that students, who by now were paying for at least 
a proportion for their studies, were beginning to consider themselves consumers of a 
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service. Despite the fact that there had been a low incidence of litigation, institutions 
were faced with yet another layer of complexity within the student environment. 
 
There were more diverse pathways into university and this diversity itself brought 
challenges in terms of increasing needs of the student cohort (Hillman, 2005). On 
arrival at university, many first-year students experienced problems juggling work 
and study commitments, and they stated that these issues often led to consideration 
of withdrawal and deferral. For example, scholarly attention to the student 
experience was thoroughly documented by Nelson, K., and Kift (2005), Nelson, K., 
Kift and Clarke, J. (2008), Kift, Nelson, K. and Clarke, J. (2010), and culminating in 
Nelson, K., Clarke, Kift and Creagh’s (2011) publication of a literature review of 
more than four hundred items on the first-year experience, published during the 
period 2000 to 2010. The diminished funding environment, with increased student 
cohort diversity, brought into question whether higher education providers could 
pursue quality maintenance, let alone the ability to improve quality with respect to 
agreed notions of excellence (Gyimah-Boadi, 2003).  
 
Later, the Auditor-General (McPhee, 2006) confirmed Mackay’s (1998, 2004) view 
that the Australian higher education sector faced government accountability, driven 
by financial accountability and a growing interest in standards and the quality 
agenda. Higher education providers were challenged by a reduced funding 
environment and needed to be more effective in their management and delivery 
(Abbott & Doucouliagos, 2003). Meanwhile, the academy was coping with changing 
roles under a changing student environment (Hillman, 2005).  
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It was at this point that the 2002 government review of higher education in Australia 
was launched. 
2.4 Intervention context: The 2003 government reform 
package 
This section sets the central context of the 2003 government reform package by 
exploring the cause, surrounding policy initiatives and the government review and 
reform package. 
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
 2.4.1 Change in national leadership initiates government reviews 
 2.4.2 Higher education quality assurance framework 
 2.4.3 The 2002 government review of higher education in Australia 
 2.4.4 The 2003 government reform package 
 2.4.5 Exploration of potential new national performance indicators 
2.4.1 Change in national leadership initiates government 
reviews 
In political terms, a government review of higher education is associated with a 
change of elected party in the national leadership (Department of Industry Innovation 
Science Research and Tertiary Education, 2013b). The 1988 government review was 
launched under the leadership of the Labor Party (Croucher, et al., 2013), the 2002 
government review was launched under the leadership of the Liberal-National 
Coalition, and the 2008 government review was launched by the Labor Party. These 
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government reviews of higher education were designed to investigate the sector 
systematically, engage with relevant stakeholders and determine the need for future 
change.  
 
There is a cautionary note found within the literature that identifies three obstacles to 
an intervention (Neal, 1999). These obstacles are: (i) the cost in terms of technical, 
personnel and time requirements; (ii) the complexity of the government environment 
at the time of the intervention; and (iii) possible interference with the intervention by 
the political process. As outlined in Chapter 1, a change in political leadership leads 
to a government review of higher education, therefore this thesis documents the level 
of influence the political environment had on the 2003 government reform package, 
which is the focus of this study. 
 
The next section outlines the learning and teaching quality agenda in Australia 
leading into the 2003 government reform package. 
2.4.2 Higher education quality assurance framework 
In 2000, the Australian government established the Higher Education Quality 
Assurance Framework (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2002b) to 
ensure a level of quality within qualifications offered by higher education providers, 
which offered benchmarking opportunities across the sector and moved to invest in 
research. The framework had four main strategies, to: (i) establish the Australian 
Universities Quality Agency (AUQA) as a major national initiative to increase the 
accountability and quality for individual higher education providers (AUQA, 2007); 
(ii) develop the National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes, to 
provide protocols and guidelines to national and international institutions (Ministerial 
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Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs, 2007e); (iii) 
commission the Quality Assurance and Accreditation in Australian Higher Education 
project, to explore the nature and practice of accreditation, and quality assurance and 
assessment in Australia and in a number of countries overseas (Anderson, Johnson, 
& Milligan, 2000); and (iv) adopt a new model to address the strengths and 
weaknesses, and reposition quality assurance and accreditation in Australian higher 
education (Harman & Meek, 2000). 
 
In 2002, AUQA (2007) was established as part of the new quality assurance model. 
AUQA adopted the external agency quality audit model of quality assurance 
(Carroll, 2003). This involved a five-step process: (i) the undertaking of an 
institutional self-review; (ii) a visit by an external panel of experts to the institution 
for a short period of review; (iii) the production of a report by the panel; (iv) the 
response provided by the institution; and (v) the final evaluation provided by the 
panel and made public. Built on the American self-review self-study model of quality 
assurance, there were three main additions: (i) a national agency, AUQA, was 
charged with oversight of this process; (ii) all higher education providers were 
required to participate in these quality audits as part of their accreditation; and (iii) 
the expert panel members, or auditors, were selected by AUQA (2002). As 
mentioned earlier in this chapter, this model is closely related to the US model, the 
significant difference being the central agency management by an agency in 
Australia compared to the institutional management. 
 
There was a strong impetus to benchmark the quality of learning and teaching policy 
and practices for the higher education sector when AUQA (2007) was established in 
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2002 to focus on an institutional level of review as a formal quality assurance 
process to evaluate learning and teaching, research, and the institution as a whole 
(Department of Education, Science and Training, 2006b). As demonstrated in 
Chapter 5, this national agency, with an external audit standard model of quality 
assurance, was directly linked to the historic model of quality assurance that had 
emerged from America and moved across to Europe, and ultimately to Australia, 
over a decade earlier.  
2.4.3 The 2002 government review of higher education in 
Australia 
In 2002, the Australian government, under the leadership of the Liberal-National 
Coalition, undertook a comprehensive review of the higher education sector to 
ensure that Australia’s higher education institutions were best placed to contribute to 
the nation’s future.  
 
Pressure was placed on the Australian higher education sector to meet the 
expectations of government, the community and students in such areas as 
accountability of funding, institutional reporting requirements, and a perceived need 
to meet student expectations. These pressures came from both the external challenges 
and internal pressures driving change in the higher education sector, with a complex 
meld of financial changes appearing to be most influential. As mentioned elsewhere, 
there were significant changes to the ways in which universities were funded at a 
national level (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2002b). This meant 
there were a number of national tensions driving change, and the government review 
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of the higher education sector was, in effect, an intervention designed specifically to 
both identify and implement necessary change (Rog, 2012).  
 
The specific intervention under investigation here is the 2002 government review of 
higher education; the government’s response in the form of a reform package 
(Nelson, B., 2003); and the subsequent implementation of this package. The 
following section outlines the government review itself. 
 
The Minister for Education, Science and Training at the time, Dr Brendan Nelson, 
announced a review of higher education policy in April 2002 entitled Higher 
Education at the Crossroads (Department of Education, Science and Training, 
2002b). The initial step involved the preparation and publication of the issues papers 
(see below) consistent with, and aimed at, an overview of the higher education sector 
in its totality (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2002i). The 
government review documentation consisted of an overview paper, together with six 
issues papers: 
• Higher Education at the Crossroads: An Overview Paper (Department of 
Education, Science and Training, 2002b) 
• Achieving Equitable and Appropriate Outcomes: Indigenous Australians in 
Higher Education (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2002a) 
• Meeting the Challenges: The Governance and Management of Universities 
(Department of Education, Science and Training, 2002d) 
• Setting Firm Foundations: Financing Australian Higher Education 
(Department of Education, Science and Training, 2002g) 
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• Striving for Quality: Learning, Teaching and Scholarship (Department of 
Education, Science and Training, 2002h) 
• Varieties of Excellence: Diversity, Specialisation and Regional Engagement 
(Department of Education, Science and Training, 2002j) 
• Varieties of Learning: The Interface between Higher Education and 
Vocational Education and Training (Department of Education, Science and 
Training, 2002k) 
 
The second step was an extensive consultation period in 2002, when forty-nine 
forums embracing approximately eight hundred participants were held in all 
Australian national and state capital cities (Department of Education, Science and 
Training, 2002c). For the third step, the minister festablished a reference group to 
guide consideration of the issues raised within the process of the government review. 
Members were drawn from a variety of groups across the sector and the broader 
community and included representatives from a range of different backgrounds 
(Department of Education, Science and Training, 2003a). The full membership of the 
reference group is outlined in detail below to demonstrate the broad range of 
stakeholders who participated in this government review.  
 
Chair of 2002 Government Review Reference Group 
Dr Brendan Nelson, Minister for Education, Science and Training 
Convenor 
Dr Peter Shergold, Secretary, Department of Education, Science and Training 
Professor Deryck Schreuder, Vice-Chancellor, The University of Western 
Australia 
Professor Kerry Cox, Vice-Chancellor, University of Ballarat 
Professor Alan Gilbert, Vice-Chancellor, The University of Melbourne 
Professor Dennis Gibson, Vice-Chancellor, Queensland University of 
Technology 
Professor Jan Reid, Vice-Chancellor, University of Western Sydney 
Professor John Hay, Vice-Chancellor, The University of Queensland 
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Professor Denise Bradley, Vice-Chancellor, University of South Australia 
Mr Robert Champion de Crespigny, Chancellor, Adelaide University 
Dr John Keniry, Immediate Past President, ACCI and Chairman, Ridley 
Corporation,  
Ms Heather Ridout, Deputy Chief Executive and Executive Director, Public 
Policy and Communications  
Australian Industry Group  
Dr John Schubert, President, Business Council of Australia (or his nominee) 
Mrs May O’Brien, Chair, Aboriginal Education and Training Council, WA 
Professor Iain McCalman, President, Australian Academy of the Humanities 
Emeritus Professor John Beaton, Executive Director, Academy of Social 
Sciences of Australia 
Professor Chris Fell, President, Federation of Australian Scientific and 
Technological Societies 
Mr James Moody, Young Australian of the Year 2001 (Science and 
Technology) 
Ms Madeleine Wooley, Director Adelaide Institute of TAFE and Deputy 
Chair, TAFE Directors Australia 
Professor Vicki Sara, Chief Executive Officer, Australian Research Council 
Dr Claire Baxter, Director, Business Liaison Office, The University of 
Sydney, and Vice-Chair, Knowledge Commercialisation Australasia 
Mr Peter Mason, Finance Committee, The University of New South Wales, 
and Chairman, Investment Banking Group, JP Morgan. 
 
The scope of the 2002 government review extended across the higher education 
sector and outcomes were to impact directly on all higher education providers in 
Australia, with a strong emphasis on the reorientation of their focus towards learning 
and teaching. Historically, higher education institutions in Australia were 
accountable for research outputs through performance indicators but with little or no 
valid accountability for the quality of learning and teaching or student outcomes 
(Ramsden, 1991). Although there was a long history of learning and teaching 
through the delivery and awarding of qualifications, movement in priorities over 
recent years meant that the focus on learning and teaching had diminished. 
Therefore, the focus of this government review represented a substantial policy shift 
by the Department of Education, Science and Training (2004a) to focus attention on 
learning and teaching in higher education to meet the goals of the knowledge 
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economy. See Appendix A for the full methodology adopted for this government 
review. 
 
The current researcher acknowledges that a critical analysis of whether, and in what 
ways, the government’s 2003 reform package addressed the issues raised in its 2002 
review of higher education would be of interest. However, the decision making that 
occurred between these two events was in camera and not available in the public 
domain. This would benefit from future research. 
2.4.4 The 2003 government reform package 
As a result of the government review process, in 2003 the government published its 
response to the review, as a reform package entitled Our Universities: Backing 
Australia’s Future (Nelson, B., 2003). This 2003 government reform package was 
underpinned by four key principles: (i) sustainability; (ii) quality; (iii) equity; and 
(iv) diversity. Furthermore, three major elements were proposed for reform: 
(a) support for higher education institutions; (b) support for students; and (c) support 
for a diverse and equitable system. There was an implementation timeframe for the 
reform package of 2006 to 2008, together with a scheduled evaluation of the reform 
planned for 2009. Detailed information about the reform package is outlined below. 
 
The government review’s blueprint for transformation proposed a $1.5 billion 
investment over four years. It claimed to support the government reform through 
extensive consultation and presented evidence for pressures impacting on higher 
education in Australia as part of the government review. Within the sixteen reforms, 
the focal point of this thesis is those government reforms directly focused on learning 
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and teaching policy and practice. These are highlighted in bold text within the full 
list of the sixteen reforms outlined below. 
 
1. Commonwealth Grant Scheme – Commonwealth Course Contributions 
2. Commonwealth Grant Scheme – National Priority Areas 
3. Commonwealth Grant Scheme – Growth in University Places 
4. Regional Support 
5. Higher Education Loan Program – HECS-HELP 
6. Higher Education Loan Program – FEE-HELP and OS-HELP 
7. Commonwealth scholarships 
8. Promoting excellence in learning and teaching 
9. Strengthening research capability1 
10. Striving for Greater Equity 
11. Improving Participation and outcomes for Indigenous people 
12. Creating flexible and effective workplaces 
13. Enhancing collaboration 
14. Assuring quality 
15. Higher education information management system 
16. A new accountability framework 
 
The focus of the current study is learning and teaching in higher education in 
Australia; therefore, as the 2003 government reform package brought together a 
                                                 
1 The author determined that ‘strengthening research capability’ had a broad focus across all 
disciplines; therefore, this reform was outside the scope of this study, which is focused on the single 
discipline of higher education. 
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broad set of reforms, this current study will concentrate on reforms that specifically 
focus on the topic. This means that there were four reforms of interest to this thesis 
and these were: promoting excellence in learning and teaching; enhancing 
collaboration; assuring quality; and a new accountability framework (Nelson, B., 
2003). Each of these is outlined in more detail below as an extract from the reform 
package. 
 
8. Promoting excellence in learning and teaching: Within 
this reform strategy three national initiatives were 
academically promoted and financially encouraged: the 
Learning and Teaching Performance Fund (LTPF), 
Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC), and the 
new Australian Universities Teaching Committee to be 
managed by ALTC (Hay, 2000). The fourth national strategy, 
International Centres of Excellence, fell outside the scope of 
this thesis due to its research focus. 
 
13. Enhancing collaboration: Within this reform strategy 
the funding grant schemes within the Australian Learning and 
Teaching Council (ALTC) encouraged higher education 
providers and industry to partner together and engage in 
research into learning and teaching practices. 
 
14. Assuring quality: Within this reform strategy were three 
main components to assuring quality: extension to overseas 
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audits (AUQA), enhancements to the Graduate Destination 
Survey and Course Experience Questionnaire, and 
enhancement of the Graduate Skills Assessment. AUQA was 
an initiative of the Ministerial Council on Education, 
Employment, Training and Youth Affairs (2007b) in 2000 
and adopted by the 2002 government review and 2003 
government reform package. 
 
16. A new accountability framework: This reform strategy, 
entitled Institution Assessment Framework (previously 
known as Education Profiles), promoted bilateral discussions 
between the Department of Education, Science and Training 
(2010) and individual higher education providers. The four 
principles underpinning this framework were: (i) to embed 
organisational sustainability in encompassed strategic focus, 
risk management and financial viability; (ii) achievements in 
higher education provision encompassing teaching and/or 
learning, research and research training, equity and 
Indigenous access; (iii) quality outcomes encompassing 
systems and processes for teaching and learning, research and 
AUQA audit; and (iv) compliance, encompassing financial 
acquittal, national governance protocols, workplace reform, 
and program guidelines and legislation. See Appendix B for 
further detail of the 2003 government reform package 
outcomes. (Nelson, B., 2003, p. 5). 
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2.4.5 Exploration of potential new national performance 
indicators 
Emerging from the 2003 government reform package, the government investigated 
two new data sources as new national performance indicators. These were: 
(i) information about the formal learning and teaching qualifications held by the 
academy; and (ii) examination of graduate skills assessment for students. They 
demonstrated that the government was interested in a broader range of national 
performance indicators as they offered opportunities to strengthen measurement of 
quality by virtue of a) setting a standard for the academy and students through formal 
qualifications and b) formal examination of abilities. 
 
Formal learning and teaching qualifications held by the higher education 
academy: The government’s interest in setting a formal qualification standard for the 
academy provides evidence of a new focus on learning and teaching quality in higher 
education. As discussed in the 2002 LTPF Issues Paper, the Australian government 
considered the inclusion of formal learning and teaching qualifications as a potential 
key data source and for use as a national performance indicator for quality in higher 
education (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2004b). Despite the 
belief that this dataset would provide a positive influence on higher education 
providers to enhance the student experience, the government deemed a request for 
providers to provide information on formal learning and teaching qualifications to be 
an unacceptable resource burden on the providers at that time. (This continued to be 
a discussion point in the 2008 government review of higher education, Bradley, 
2008). 
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Graduate skills assessment – a pilot study: This is an example of the government’s 
attempt to develop a benchmark for institutional value added through an examination 
of student outcomes by institution. Although this national initiative failed to go 
beyond the pilot stage, it presented a concept for measuring quality through student 
examinations to determine the additional value provided by different institutions. As 
will be described below, the government explored an alternative way to determine 
learning and teaching quality in higher education in Australia. 
 
Graduate skills assessment was administered to students as they entered and exited 
higher education, and offered a potential opportunity to identify the value-adding of a 
specific provider (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2004b). As stated 
in Table 1 below, from 2000 to 2003, there was declining participation by providers 
and students in this pilot study. First-year and final-year students were invited to 
volunteer to undertake two hours of multiple-choice items and one hour of written 
tasks on entry and exit to their undergraduate course. 
 
Table 1:  
Participation in the graduate skills assessment tests 
 
Source: Department of Education, Science and Training, 2004b 
 
The measurement of quality through student examinations to determine the value of 
attending one institution as compared with another was initially considered sound by 
Exit Entry Exit Entry
2000 1597 19
2001 698 2028 9 20
2002 403 43 6 11
2003 512 4
Number of students Number of universitiesYear
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the government (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2004b). However, 
the decline in participation by institutions and students meant that further research 
into the validity of representative samples and the field of study was required. The 
graduate skills assessment, while of interest to the government, suffered poor support 
by providers and did not develop beyond the pilot stage (Department of Education, 
Science and Training, 2004b). One explanation for this might be the time 
commitment of participation for students, who were invited to undergo an additional 
three-hour examination in first and final years, for no credit or immediate personal 
value.  
 
As discussed later in Chapter 5, this lack of new national performance indicators 
meant that the LTPF performance-based funding model remained solely reliant on a 
limited set of outcomes data sources. However, interest in the graduate skills 
assessment continued as part of the 2008 government review of higher education in 
Australia (Bradley, 2008; Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations, 2011c). 
2.5 Conclusion 
This chapter, Contextual background, defines the essence of the surrounding 
parameters in play at the time of the program evaluation through the adaptation of 
Rog’s (2012) contextual parameters and the five elements of context. As described in 
Chapter 1, educational policy borrowing is often considered usual practice and this 
chapter demonstrates that the migration of the learning and teaching quality agenda 
may be traced from the United States of America, through to Europe, then to the 
United Kingdom and on to Australia.  
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In keeping with the purpose of this thesis, to conduct an evaluation research study of 
the successful implementation of the elements of the 2003 government reform 
package in Australia focused on the learning and teaching quality agenda in higher 
education, quality has been defined as situational to the purpose, local to the specific 
context (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2009a, 2009b). 
With learning and teaching defined as the methods and activities in teaching 
associated with the Australian government, higher education providers, academy, 
students, and the environment in which learning takes place (Dunkin & Biddle, 
1974). The higher education sector in Australia was self-regulatory at the time of the 
2003 government reform package understanding the surrounding context was pivotal 
to determine the success of the reform package. Chapter 3 documents an 
environmental scan of learning and teaching practice through the literature to 
determine whether there was any de facto standards or was largely through self-
regulation by institutions. This also provides an opportunity to examine datasets to 
benchmark the influence of the 2003 government reform package through the 
implementation of the three national learning and teaching initiatives. 
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Chapter 3 Environmental scan of learning and 
teaching practice through the literature  
McInnes (2000) stated that, in many instances, the problems of academic work need 
to be addressed at the institution and local discipline level as the local conditions 
provide the primary determinants of quality in learning and teaching. This statement 
by McInnes, discussed in Chapter 2, reinforces the importance of the Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development definition of quality as being local and 
situational. Further, this emphasises the underlying tension between the 
government’s interest in comparing the quality of learning and teaching practice at a 
national level, when such practice is local and is intrinsically linked to the academy 
at discipline level.  
 
The purpose of this chapter is to review literature to understand the practice 
surrounding the learning and teaching quality agenda in higher education in Australia 
and explores the identified tensions or issues that influence learning and teaching. 
Specifically, it identifies datasets to answer Research Question 3: How did the 2003 
government reform package change the profile of the learning and teaching quality 
agenda in higher education? Of particular interest is the identification of any 
regulatory or self-regulatory standards or practices that may offer opportunities to 
determine influence from the implementation of the 2003 government reform 
package through its three specific national initiatives. This chapter also positions the 
thesis within the broader environmental dimensions that surround this 2003 
government reform package intervention.  
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The chapter is structured to include the following sections. 
 
 3.1 The academy as a quality variable 
 3.2 Investment in learning and teaching research 
3.3 Learning and teaching standards or regulations 
3.4 Learning and teaching quality by measurement or evaluation 
3.5 Conclusion 
3.1 The academy as a quality variable 
When examining the quality agenda in higher education, Holbrook et al. (2000) 
provided a timely reminder that, while research is important, it sits within a wider 
field of educational activity and is not the only activity. In fact, it represents less than 
one per cent of the personnel resources allocated to education and training in 
Australia (p. 5). As this section explores learning and teaching practice, it is 
important to consider the wider field of education activity even though the literature 
is often specific in nature.  
 
The current researcher decided to focus on the academy as a main stakeholder for a 
more detailed investigation rather than the diversity of student cohorts. As mentioned 
in Chapter 2, literature focused on students and the student experience is evidenced 
by Nelson’s, K., et.al. (2011) publication of a literature review of more than four 
hundred items on the first-year experience, published during the period 2000 to 2010. 
Therefore, given extensive literature focused on student diversity and first-year 
experience, the researcher decided to address the gap that emerged from the literature 
review and focus on the academy itself. 
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This section explores two variables within the area and their effect on the learning 
and teaching quality agenda in higher education through consideration of the 
changing role of the academy and the growing casualisation of the academic 
workforce. 
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
 3.1.1 The changing role of the academic 
 3.2.2 Casualisation of the academic workforce 
3.1.1 The changing role of the academy 
Understanding the role of the academy in higher education is not easy and 
consideration of recent changes in the role that academics are expected to undertake 
have started to appear in the research literature. On the eve of the twenty-first 
century, the academy was faced with a complex situation, with concern about 
discipline differences, increased workload and a push for an increased and more 
public learning and teaching profile. There was a growing need to understand the 
complexity of issues influencing learning and teaching quality and to view academics 
as a very diverse group, not simply all in the same academic educational boat 
(McInnes, 2000). This increased pressure on the academy directly impacted the 
environment of the time-poor academic within a more constrained funding 
environment (Coaldrake & Stedman, 1999, 2013).  
 
Furthermore, the very nature of academic work and the associated academic roles has 
changed. Coaldrake and Stedman (1999, 2013) describe an environment that changed 
from one in which academics held secure ongoing positions, authority was derived 
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from academic standing, there was local control over all academic matters, original 
research held a high status and, generally, administrative and management tasks were 
viewed as having lesser importance. This environment was moving towards one 
where there were external pressures on time and workload, emphasis on performance 
standards and accountability, less local and individual control, more specialised and 
demanding work, and a blurring of distinctions between categories of staff. 
 
Academics themselves have reported that their roles have changed. More than one 
thousand academic staff completed an Australian national survey during the period 
between 1993 and 1996 inclusive, and this offered an opportunity to compare and 
contrast the changes that have occurred during that four-year period (McInnes, 
2000). This research clearly defined quality as a transformation, one where change 
occurred, and sought to document the realities and challenges offered to academics. 
The study categorised results under the following points (McInnes, 2000, p. 145): 
 
• trends in commitment and time given to teaching 
• the pressure to change teaching methods and assessment 
• everyday obstacles to teaching quality and commitment 
• diversity in the experience of obstacles 
• differing perceptions of the calibre of students 
• training and support for the improvement of teaching.  
 
Universities receive funding for learning and teaching, through student enrolments, 
and this income is much greater than from research (Higher Education Council, 
1996). And yet there is a tension between learning and teaching, and research that 
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appears when the academy is drawn towards research at the expense of learning and 
teaching (Haslem, 2001). For example, in research when a new boost to research 
funding was announced by the Australian Research Council (2007), academic staff 
were encouraged by institutions to submit grant applications (Higher Education 
Council, 1996). This push towards research drew the attention of the academic staff 
away from learning and teaching at a time when there was a national thrust for 
learning and teaching, and learning and teaching research, in higher education to be 
placed on a more equal footing with research (Coaldrake, 2000b). This tension 
between learning and teaching, and research is further complicated with changes to 
the role of academic staff. This change in role was reinforced in a larger project 
outlined below. 
 
The Australian government-commissioned project, entitled Changes in Academic 
Work: Implications for Universities of the Changing Age, Distribution and Work 
Roles of Academic Staff, received contributions from more than two thousand 
members of academic staff (Anderson, Johnson & Saha, 2002). This study found that 
academics believed: (i) increased class sizes decreased opportunities to meet with 
students individually; (ii) quality assurance activities had increased to the detriment 
of learning and teaching; (iii) there was increased pressure to engage in research; 
(iv) tasks within research were taking longer; (v) there was ambivalence about 
community work; and (vi) it was perceived that entrepreneurial activities had 
increased. The changing role of academic work was occurring at the same time as the 
academic workforce continued to age, and introduced new pressures and difficulties 
in terms of recruitment (Anderson, Johnson & Saha, 2002).  
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Academics engaged in a teaching role contribute a pivotal element underpinning 
quality in learning and teaching. The pressures for change were not necessarily 
always external; sometimes the pressures were internal and emanated from the 
discipline or the student group. As identified in the McInnes (2000) study, pressures 
to change approaches to teaching or learning and teaching methods was raised as a 
concern and, although it was viewed as part of the changing role, this pressure was 
really from within. James (2006) noted that learning and teaching practices in 
Australian universities had changed significantly over the recent two decades, with 
very diverse learning and teaching approaches becoming more widely used. 
Although the learning and teaching approach was usually within the control of the 
individual academic, this could be problematic when the academic staff member was 
new to the role or felt his or her level of expertise in these areas was limited 
(McInnes, 2000). 
 
Student responses also have an impact, particularly when a learning and teaching 
approach was poorly received. Warhurst (2008) describes one extreme case where an 
academic staff member reported that the student cohort strongly influenced the 
learning and teaching approach they adopted. This took the form of a general and 
unanimous non-response from students to the introduction of problem-based 
learning. This led the academic staff member to change the approach to a more 
generally accepted and traditional approach that was widely used within the 
discipline. The notion of students dictating the teaching approach goes against 
theoretical models such as constructive alignment (Biggs, 1996; Biggs & Tang, 
2007), where the learning and teaching approach, content and assessment were 
aligned to enhance learning outcomes for students.  
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Academic isolation may influence academics in their adoption of a learning and 
teaching approach, or influence the decision to retain a traditional style. This was 
especially problematic when a specific learning and teaching approach was isolated 
and not broadly supported or applied across the discipline or faculty within a higher 
education institution. A different experience was noted by three hundred and forty 
new lecturers who were surveyed in a study into the importance of discipline support 
of learning and teaching approaches in Finland and the United Kingdom (Lindblom-
Ylanne, Trigwell, Nevgi, & Ashwin, 2006). The feeling of being isolated resulted in 
academic staff changing their learning and teaching approach, and even going to the 
extent of withdrawing from formal studies in learning and teaching, when learning 
and teaching appeared to be devalued by colleagues (Warhurst, 2008). Once again 
there were ongoing pressures through isolation, time and workload that may restrict 
or reduce academics’ ability to maintain or improve quality in learning and teaching. 
 
There is also the ongoing issue of increasing workloads for the academy. One 
qualitative study of twenty early-career researchers by Petersen (2011) identifed that 
academics engaged in an ongoing teaching and research position, with a doctorate 
received within the last five years, experienced increasing difficulty in trying to 
balance their ever-growing workload. This group within academic staff were keen to 
undertake meaningful work and aspired to work within a university context, although 
the realities of the everyday requirements were direct impediments to their 
aspirations. There was a note of caution from Petersen’s study that, in an 
environment with an ageing workforce, listening to the voices of early-career 
researchers in order to assist in their retention would make a lot of sense. Petersen 
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further stated that team teaching and adequate mentoring would enhance learning and 
teaching within the university and higher education sector as a whole. 
 
How academics came to be employed in the academy has been another area of 
interest for international scholars. In the United Kingdom, the National Institute of 
Economic and Social Research (Metcalf, Rolfe, Stevens, & Weale, 2005) undertook 
a study into recruitment and retention of academic staff in higher education to 
identify factors influencing why individuals enter and leave employment in the 
sector. This study had five interrelated strands of a literature review, analysis of 
government staff and student data, qualitative research within universities and 
quantitative surveys that found that the main entrants to the academy were 
employees from other industry sectors (42%) and students (34%). Further 
investigation identified that, of the students, 63% were interested in research and 
only 30% were attracted to the teaching role. It appears to be reasonable to assume 
that employees from other sectors would bring life and industry experience to their 
roles as academics, while the student pathway would predominantly bring research 
skills developed through research qualifications. 
 
Generally, academic staff viewed themselves as having academic freedom in three 
main areas of institutional activity: (i) research; (ii) teaching; and (iii) community 
engagement (Norton, 2012). These areas of activity referred to the role held by 
ongoing academics and these areas were reinforced through applications for 
promotion. As described in the casualisation of the workforce, below, this general 
view was particularly relevant to those with established positions. 
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Overall, the academy felt that there was a change in the role of academic staff away 
from the traditional role of research, learning and teaching and community, with an 
increased interest in advancing the learning and teaching profile. At the same time, 
academic staff did not always feel capable or supported in taking on different or 
varied learning and teaching approaches. 
3.1.2 Casualisation of the academic workforce 
As outlined in Chapter 2, academic staff are one of the main stakeholders in higher 
education in Australia, and, casualisation of this workforce directly impacts on an 
institution’s ability to maintain quality in learning and teaching due to the transient 
nature of teachers. This casualisation brought about unanticipated or unintended 
consequences that caused difficulties in resource planning (Arcodia, Christensen, 
Ryan, Watters & Weeks, 1995; Watters & Weeks, 1999). 
 
Casualisation of the academic workforce occurred when institutions employed 
sessional or casual academic staff to engage in learning and teaching activities only. 
This meant ongoing academic staff shouldered the additional workload of 
supervision of sessional academic staff, maintenance of learning and teaching 
quality, and management of the bulk of the administration surrounding learning and 
teaching practice. As outlined above, where academics may have a feeling of 
isolation themselves, this was compounded by how to manage the diversity found in 
sessional staff. This shift in responsibility led to one insight, that the role of 
academics had moved beyond the earlier notion of “research, teaching and 
community in a 40–40–20 ratio” (Coates & Geodegebuure, 2010, p. 21). 
Additionally, within certain faculties, such as business, the work pressures from the 
primary employer outside the university led to a sporadic pattern of employment 
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within higher education. Thus, casualisation of the academy came to be viewed as a 
quality variable, where change was a constant. 
 
The diversity found within the casual academic workforce was investigated through 
exploration of different reasons why someone might become a casual staff member. 
One useful way of viewing sessional staff was developed by Coates and 
Goedegebuure (2010) within the report The Real Academic Revolution (p. 20). They 
created a typology of casual staff as follows. 
 
• Industry experts: People with substantive professional appointments who 
undertake teaching or research on a sessional basis. They are highly skilled 
and address specific knowledge needs. 
• Faculty freelancers:s Academics who sustain multiple appointments, 
potentially to foster a critical mass of employment, or for family or personal 
choice reasons. 
• Returning retirees: Retired academics who shift to a more contingent form 
of participation in either teaching or research activities. 
• Treadmill academics: People with research qualifications, particularly 
doctorates, who aspire to but who cannot secure a substantive academic 
appointment. 
• Academic apprentices: University students, predominantly research 
postgraduates, who participate in formal teaching and research activities to 
supplement stipends and gain experience. 
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This typology, developed from survey responses from academic staff in twenty 
institutions, describes the diversity of sessional staff from the doctoral student, 
faculty freelancer, returning retiree, and treadmill academic through to the academic 
apprentice. This diversity brings with it a variety of expertise and background but left 
ongoing academic staff members as responsible for the overall learning and teaching 
standards of the faculty. 
  
For some time, this issue of casualisation of the academic workforce remained 
hidden within the higher education sector, although concerns were raised in a number 
of research studies, such as The Red Report (Percy, et al., 2008), The Attractiveness 
of the Australian Academic Profession: A Comparative Analysis (Coates, Dobson, 
Edwards, et al., 2009; Coates, Dobson Goedegebuure, et al., 2009), leading into the 
Review of Australian Higher Education (Bradley, Noonan, Nugent & Scales, 2008). 
The Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC) study, titled The Red Report 
(2008), conducted a five-year comparison of current practice against a previous study 
by the Australian Universities Teaching Committee (2003a, 2003b). With sixteen 
participating institutions, the study identified little improvement over the period in 
terms of management and support of sessional academics despite their increasing 
contribution to higher education.  
 
The scope and depth of impact caused by casualisation of the academy remains 
largely unknown. As discussed later in this chapter, all higher education providers 
are required to report on a range of institutional practices, including the employment 
of academic staff. The standard manner to report staff was by counting the number of 
full-time equivalent staff positions. This method reports accurately for contractual 
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and ongoing staff; however, when reporting sessional academic staff, it may in fact 
hide the growing problem in terms of casualisation. By the very nature of sessional 
staff employment, for each full-time-equivalent staff position there could be a 
number of sessional staff performing portions of the role (Percy, et al., 2008). In one 
case, Percy, et al. (2008) documented an extreme example that cited sixty-nine 
sessional teachers performing the equivalent of one full-time-equivalent staff 
position. In another case, the roles of one hundred and ninety-eight individuals could 
be collapsed into sixteen full-time-equivalent positions. This underrepresentation of 
the casualisation of the academic workforce was also identified in the vocational 
education and training sector (Productivity Commission, 2010b).  
 
A study undertaken in New Zealand explored the human resources data of eight 
universities to determine the needs of their academic workforce, through a report 
entitled Academic Workforce Planning: Towards 2020 (Nana, Stokes, & Lynn, 
2010), taking into account an environment where there was an ageing workforce and 
steady student demand, with increased focus on target areas. The focus of this report 
was the fixed-term appointments of academic staff who had an agreement with an 
institution for a start and end date of a contract. In contrast to the New Zealand study, 
a United Kingdom study identified fixed-term contracts as aligned to research roles 
and that the number of this type of contract had grown over time (Metcalf, et al., 
2005). As discussed in Chapter 5, Australia was far more like the United Kingdom, 
with fixed-term contracts more aligned to research roles rather than academics being 
engaged in teaching roles. 
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The impact of casualisation of the academy is directly felt by students. As stated by 
Norton (2012), the consequence of casualisation of the workforce to teaching-only 
academics resulted in a situation where “students may sometimes get the worst of 
both worlds: academics skilled in neither teaching nor research” (p. 7). Therefore, 
casualisation of the academic workforce had direct impact on an institution’s ability 
to maintain or improve the quality of learning and teaching practices that affect 
students.  
 
This section identifies two variables that have impacted directly on the quality of 
learning and teaching in higher education: the changing role of the academy; and 
casualisation of the academic workforce. As learning and teaching practice remains 
intrinsically linked to the quality agenda, there are direct consequences when 
government decision making affects funding, focus and documentation. 
3.2 Investment in learning and teaching research 
Nelson, B. (2003) in launching the 2002 government review of higher education 
emphasised the importance the government places on universities in the national 
agenda moving into the twenty-first century. He stated that learning and teaching, 
through the development of critical thinking in graduates, continued to play an 
important role in contributing to the ongoing development of Australia’s citizenry 
and the pursuit of a knowledge economy. Given this level of responsibility being 
placed on higher education, does this translate to a similar level of investment in 
learning and teaching research? This question is explored through the resources to 
support educational research and commissioned research into education sectors. 
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This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
 3.2.1 Resources to support educational research 
 3.2.2 Commissioned research into education sectors 
 3.2.3 Independent research in higher education relating to this study 
3.2.1 Resources to support educational research  
McMeniman, Cumming, Wilson, Stenson and Sim (2000) found that an important 
feature of research was ease of access, which leads to increased use and thus 
dissemination. At times, the current researcher found it difficult to locate funded or 
commissioned research into higher education. Reports were often found in disparate 
locations determined by the funding authority, rather than through a centrally located 
repository or picked up through academia-focused search engines such as Google 
Scholar. Compared with other education sectors in Australia, higher education does 
not appear well resourced at a sectoral level (Holbrook, et al. 2000). This section 
explores the different resources available to support education research across 
different sectors and demonstrates the mixed level of support offered to higher 
education. 
 
At cross-sectoral level, the national learning and teaching resource was the Education 
Network Australia portal (Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations, 2010b), which offers a network, resource repository, news and events for 
the education and training community. Initially, the sectors covered were early 
childhood education, school education, vocational education and training, adult and 
community education, and higher education. After an evaluation of the website, it 
was determined that the level of need for higher education resources had diminished 
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(Eddy, personal communication, 20 September 2010). As a result, the focus on the 
higher education sector was reduced to one sectoral element: pre-service teacher 
education. 
 
In sharp contrast, the vocational education and training sector, established in 
Australia in the mid 1970s, received outstanding support through the National Centre 
for Vocational Education Research. This centre was established in 1981, as a United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization regional centre of 
excellence, and now boasts approximately one thousand research publications 
contained within its free-to-the-public catalogue (National Centre for Vocational 
Education Research, 2011). This research centre, sponsored by the Department of 
Employment, Education and Workplace Relations, involved a collaboration between 
the South Australian Technical and Further Education institutes. An example of the 
centre’s research output is the Vocational Education and Training Glossary (Naidu, 
2008) developed from the research literature on vocational education. Another is The 
Development of Technical and Further Education in Australia (Goozee, 2001), 
detailing the history of one hundred years of vocational education from its 
establishment in the late 1890s to the late 1990s.  
 
A valuable dissemination resource for the social sciences disciplines was found in 
the Australian Policy Online website (2011), which monitors more than five hundred 
sources, with around seventy thousand website visits each month and more than 
fourteen thousand subscribers to a Weekly Briefing newsletter. Established in 2002, 
this Australian Policy Online resource receives ongoing financial support from 
Swinburne University and has received major sponsorship from the Australian 
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Research Council Centre of Excellence for Creative Industries and Innovation. There 
were a number of research fields covered, including all Australian education sectors, 
and this lends itself to higher education research, where research is usually cross-
disciplinary and tends to cover more than one research field. For example, research 
published by the National Centre for Vocational Education Research was regularly 
featured within Australian Policy Online. 
 
During the period under discussion, there were a few higher education research 
centres sponsored by universities. For example, two well-known centres were The 
University of Melbourne’s Centre for the Study of Higher Education (2011) and 
Griffith University’s Griffith Institute for Higher Education (2011). While these 
centres produced excellent research output, their focus was more closely located to 
their institutional perspective rather than exhibiting the broad sectoral scope and 
scale achieved by the National Centre for Vocational Education Research (2011).  
 
An independent resource is offered through the Higher Education Research and 
Development Society of Australasia (2014). With a journal established in 1982, this 
society is committed to the advancement of higher and tertiary education. Funded 
through membership, it promotes development of policy, and study of learning and 
teaching, disseminates research and builds academic communities through the 
journal issues, newsletters and an annual conference. 
 
Another independent resource, focused more broadly on primary and secondary 
schooling, is offered through the Australian Association for Research in Education 
(2014). With a forty-year history of operation, this association offered its members 
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an avenue for scholarly debate and a network of like-minded researchers in the area 
of education, most particularly, higher education. An article by Lingard and Gale 
(2010) provides an example of the benefits of this association, through its history and 
analysis of the importance of its presidential addresses, which formed part of this 
association’s activities. 
 
In comparison with those mentioned above, the closest example for the higher 
education sector in Australia are the reports and research located on the ALTC 
website. However, as a researcher in the field of higher education, this author found 
access to project reports and information from the ALTC website to be somewhat 
problematic. To address this very issue, ALTC (2011a) developed the ALTC 
Exchange to provide a portal for dissemination and collaboration across the higher 
education sector. Following an evaluation of objectives and anticipated access 
compared with actual access, it was decided to move the resources from this 
Exchange into the ALTC resource library ( 2011c). This Exchange continued to be 
problematic and offered neither the capacity nor capabilities of the Education 
Network Australia portal, or the research integrity and output of the National Centre 
for Vocational Education Research (2011). 
 
As described above, there are specific resources dedicated to support research and 
resources for educational sectors in Australia. However, the level of support was not 
consistent across the sectors and the national level of support for higher education 
was negligible in comparison with that provided for the vocational education and 
training sector. Future research could investigate how the field of research code may 
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assist researchers in locating the full range of articles, reports and resources 
associated with the field of higher education. 
3.2.2 Commissioned research into education sectors 
This section reviews commissioned learning and teaching research into education 
sectors in terms of support for and investment in higher education. In terms of 
educational research funding, the Australian Council of Deans of Education (2004) 
identified research funding as an important factor to improve learning outcomes, and 
lamented the practice of little or no funding allocated to learning and teaching 
research into higher education. Even with direct research-based evidence that a 
culture of lifelong and lifewide learning requires clear understanding about learning 
context and learner identities (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development, 1996, 2004). In terms of funding, higher education has attracted very 
little research funding. 
 
A combined interest between the Department of Education, Training and Youth 
Affairs and the Australian Research Council explored the impact of education 
research, which resulted in a significant project devoted to educational research that 
focused on the schooling and vocational education and training sectors. Entitled, 
Impact of Educational Research (Higher Education Division, 2000), this research 
concentrated on the improvement of learning and teaching practices; collaboration 
between education researchers and the teaching profession; investigating ways to 
disseminate research findings; and investigating ways to improve the flow from 
research outcomes to practice (Higher Education Division, 2000). The four sub-
projects of this project, listed below, were based on educational sectors in Australia.  
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• Schools, vocational education and training, and higher education: 
Educational Research in Australia: A Bibliometrics Analysis (Phelan, 
Anderson & Bourke, 2000) 
• Vocational education and training: The Relationships between Research 
and Decision-making in Education: An Empirical Investigation (Smith, 2000) 
• Teacher education within higher education and schools: Backtracking 
Practice and Policies to Research (McMeniman, et al., 2000) 
• School education: Mapping Educational Research and Its Impact on 
Australian Schools: Teacher Knowledge in Action (Holbrook, et al., 2000). 
 
This commissioned project and its sub-projects led into the 2002 government review 
of higher education. This research provided a sound platform on which the 
government could develop its terms of reference for the government review. 
However, it was unfortunate that the higher education sector was peripheral to this 
project. Altogether, these four sub-projects demonstrated the disconnectedness of 
higher education as a field of research from other educational sectors and also 
presented mixed messages to the higher education sector. 
 
A further indication of somewhat uneven support for the education sectors in 
Australia was the commissioned projects conducted by the Productivity Commission. 
In 2010, the Australian government commissioned the Productivity Commission to 
investigate the education and training workforce. Specifically the scope was to 
provide advice on workforce planning and development, and structure of the early 
childhood development, schooling, and vocational education and training workforces 
in the short, medium and long term (Productivity Commission, 2010a). There was no 
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intention to include higher education in these projects. Functional workplace 
education and training is fast developing as a separate enterprise in education – as 
training for the workplace. 
 
As outlined above, higher education attracts very little research funding and, when 
commissioned projects were funded, there was evidence that higher education 
remained marginalised.  
 
In 2012, the Australian government’s newly created Office for Learning and 
Teaching (previously ALTC) (Velliaris, et al., 2012) commissioned a project titled 
Australian Tertiary Learning and Teaching Scholarship and Research 2007–2012. 
Although outside the period under investigation within the current study, Velliaris, et 
al. (2012), applied bibliometric analysis to three journals, three conferences and 
ALTC grants, and surveyed and interviewed Australian higher education researchers. 
This study found there was an increase in the scholarship and research into the 
learning and teaching field of higher education in Australia (Velliaris, et al., 2012). 
Further, this study found that the increase was directly linked to the supportive 
environment fostered by the ALTC. This study directly supports the bibliometric 
analysis described in Chapter 3 and the ALTC outcomes outlined in Chapter 5 of this 
thesis. 
3.2.3 Independent research in higher education relating to 
this study 
A number of independent research studies have been conducted by research higher 
degree students that are focused on higher education in Australia. As demonstrated in 
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Chapter 6, educational research is considered isolated in comparison with the ways in 
which disciplines of health and science build direct connections between studies 
through targeted scholarships of discovery.  
 
The research higher degrees studies identified were:  
(i) an investigation into how organisational change occurs in the higher 
education sector and determines the impact of said change (Renner, 2003) 
(ii) a critical analysis of the 2002 government review of higher education in 
Australia with particular implications for Western Australia (Shanks, 
2006) 
(iii) a case study of quality assurance in an Australian university (Jiang, 2007) 
(iv) a critical discourse analysis of three quality assurance audits during the 
period 2002 to 2005 (Reid, 2007) 
(v) the Australian Commonwealth Administration Reviews of the Howard 
(Aulich & Wettenhall, 2005) and Rudd governments (Aulich & Evans, 
2010), which provide officer insight into the government leadership 
during the time period of this thesis 
(vi) a case study of organisational change resistance and resilience offered 
through one higher education institution’s projects (Winter, 2013). 
 
This thesis expands on the current view of this period of time in higher education in 
Australia and broadens the multifaceted knowledge of the period. However, the 
isolated nature of educational research demonstrated later in this thesis, in Chapter 6, 
highlights that educational research that builds directly on other studies to form a 
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body of knowledge, which is further acknowledged in Chapter 7, is an area for future 
research. 
 
This section of the chapter deals with research on learning and teaching through 
exploration of classification of learning and teaching research, resources to support 
educational research and commissioned research into education sectors. Within each 
of these aspects, the higher education sector has some way to go to advance as a field 
of research and be as well supported as the vocational education and training sector 
in Australia. In particular, the classification of learning and teaching research offers a 
structured way to interrogate the literature and this informd the Bibliometric 
Learning and Teaching Matrix within the methodology described in Chapter 4. 
3.3 Learning and teaching standards or regulations 
This researcher found a slogan on a workman’s safety vest to be provocative: “The 
standard you walk past is the standard you accept” (Leighton Safe, 2010, p. 1). This 
resonated with the researcher’s own experience in higher education. At times there 
appears to be an acceptance of mixed standards in everyday life, from construction to 
higher education. So, are there learning and teaching standards or regulations in 
place in higher education that would set or direct the quality of learning and 
teaching?  
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
 3.3.1 Formal qualifications in learning and teaching as a standard 
 3.3.2 Regulation through professional bodies 
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 3.3.3 Regulation through professional development 
 3.3.4 Regulation through pre-employment requirements 
 3.3.5 Regulation through post-employment requirements 
3.3.1 Formal qualifications in learning and teaching as a 
standard 
This section reviews the different formal teaching qualifications required by teachers 
across different education sectors in Australia, through a study of the schooling and 
the vocational education and training sectors, and the ongoing debate within higher 
education. 
 
All teachers employed within the schooling sector in Australia are required to 
possess formal qualifications in teaching. Most states and territories require a 
minimum of four years of tertiary study (including one year of pre-service 
experience) in the field of education (Committee for the Review of Teaching and 
Teacher Education, 2003). In 2003, an investigation into this sector identified 
ongoing mandatory requirements and detailed that in 1999 teachers self-reported that 
73% held a bachelor degree or higher in education as their highest held qualification. 
This was further supported by professional bodies such as the NSW Institute of 
Teachers, where the Professional Teaching Standards (NSW Institute of Teachers, 
2004) supported four levels of a teacher’s career: (i) graduate teacher; 
(ii) professional competence; (iv) professional accomplishment; and (iv) professional 
leadership. These qualification requirements, and their national counterparts, the 
Australian Professional Standards for Teachers (Australian Institute for Teaching and 
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School Leadership, 2014), are strongly supportive of teachers in conducting their 
roles. 
 
In the vocational education and training sector, the Australian Qualifications 
Training Framework raised the standard in 2001 from no minimum requirement to a 
mandatory Certificate IV for Assessment and Training for all trainers and assessors 
employed in a teaching role. An investigation by the Productivity Commission 
(2010b) identified some issues around the quality of delivery of this qualification, 
now entitled Certificate IV in Training and Education, and the Commission 
recommended that this standard be strengthened to increase the minimum acceptable 
level for teachers. There were several key recommendations for reforms to: 
consolidate the consistency of the delivery of the Certificate IV in Training and 
Education; deliver more effective foundation skills and higher level qualifications; 
and provide more professional development for capacity building with regard to the 
workforce. This study went one step further and defined vocational education and 
training practitioners as dual professionals delivering both industry and education 
skills. This notion of deployment of industry and education skills lends itself to equal 
recognition of the value of both industry and education qualifications for staff 
engaged in a teaching activity. 
 
A further study in support of the vocational education and training sector, entitled 
The Quality of Teaching in Vocational Education and Training, was commissioned 
by Department of Employment, Education and Workplace Relations (Wheelahan & 
Moodie, 2010, 2011). This collaboration between the Australian Colleges of 
Education, LH Martin Institute for Higher Education Leadership and Management 
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and RMIT University developed a framework for the quality of teacher training, 
teaching qualifications and continuing professional development in the vocational 
education and training sector. Again, these formal qualifications and investment in 
research strongly support vocational education and training practitioners in their 
teaching role. 
 
In contrast to the schooling and vocational education and training sectors, at the start 
of the twenty-first century in Australia, there were no regulated national standards for 
teaching qualifications in the higher education sector required for academics 
applying for a teaching role or for those already in a teaching role (Bradley, et al., 
2008). Despite this, within the academy, there were small groups of scholars who 
investigated the benefits of frameworks to provide teaching standards, and in one 
small study Gibbs and Coffee (2004) found that formal study and training positively 
influenced academics engaged in a teaching role.  
 
Thus, the lack of formalised standards did not indicate that stakeholders in the higher 
education sector were not cognizant of this absence, and some developed de facto or 
pseudo standards emerged with some support and guidance from within the sector 
itself. Early in 1993, support for teaching came from the Australian Vice-
Chancellors’ Committee, which published Guidelines for Effective University 
Teaching and declared that teaching was an area of responsibility for universities 
with detailed levels of responsibility aimed at institutions, individual departments 
and individuals. The statement on professional development went so far as to state 
that the sector’s particular interest in the issue of formal qualifications for academics 
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was to induct staff who were new to teaching (Australian Vice-Chancellors' 
Committee, 1993). 
 
In 2004, this interest in formal learning and teaching qualifications was further 
supported through the Australian Council of Deans of Education (2004). As a group 
that represented faculties and schools of education within higher education 
institutions, the Council commissioned a report titled New Teaching, New Learning: 
A Vision for Australian Education. This report specifically supports teaching 
qualifications for academics at postgraduate level (Australian Council of Deans of 
Education, 2004). 
 
Although past the period of time under investigation for this study, this rhetorical 
interest in qualifications and standards in learning and teaching continued to draw 
interest. In 2011, a project sponsored by the ALTC investigated a negotiated 
approach to the recognition and reward of quality teaching and teachers in Australia 
(Chalmers, 2007, 2010), with an emphasis on the agreement of universities across the 
sector. A follow-up ALTC study was the Teaching Quality Framework, which 
shared agreement across the twelve participating universities. As outlined below, the 
ALTC then sponsored a project with Macquarie University and the leading 
framework or platform for delivery was the Teaching Standards Framework (Sachs, 
Mansfield, & Kosman, 2011), which developed six standards across teaching, the 
learning environment and curriculum that offered institutions an opportunity to 
benchmark nationally (p. 4). These standards are listed below. 
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Teaching Standards  
• Standard 1  The institution’s teaching structures ensure quality learning 
outcomes.  
• Standard 2  The institution’s teaching practices ensure a quality student 
learning experience.  
Learning Environment Standards  
• Standard 3  The institution’s services and resources enable quality learning 
outcomes.  
• Standard 4  The institution’s services and resources enable a quality 
student learning experience.  
Curriculum Standards  
• Standard 5  The institution ensures that the curriculum is current, 
academically robust and rigorous.  
• Standard 6  The institution ensures that curriculum content and assessment 
practices produce quality learning outcomes.  
 
There were some limitations to this framework as there were no specific performance 
indicators or identified datasets for measurement. For example, one line of evidence 
was whether an institution had an assessment policy or not. The quality or 
effectiveness of the policy was not part of the evidence; simply the fact that said 
policy existed was sufficient. Thus, there is evidence of a broad interest in standards 
in learning and teaching in higher education, even though the rhetoric has yet to be 
converted into practice.  
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In 2007, a standard for teaching qualifications in the higher education sector was 
identified within the National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes 
and associated guidelines approved by the Ministerial Council for Education, 
Employment, Training and Youth (2007a, 2007b, 2007c, 2007d, 2007e). These were 
established to protect students and the community by assuring the quality offered 
against certain criteria. There was a staffing requirement that specified institutions 
ensure that academics involved in teaching hold an Australian Qualifications 
Framework qualification at least one level higher than the level of the course being 
taught. For example, to supervise a masters by research candidate, the supervisor 
would be required to hold a doctorate themselves.  
 
There were ongoing concerns that without formal teaching qualifications and 
experience academic staff would operate with informal intrinsic theories of 
understanding, rather than the formal theories of understanding developed through 
formal study and scholarship of teaching (Reynolds, 1992). Traditionally, many 
academics had acquired skills and experience in teaching through on-the-job 
experience (Kreber, 2002) and this had resulted in mixed outcomes for students. 
 
While the higher education sector was largely self-regulated in terms of formal 
qualifications in learning and teaching, there was little or no adoption of the formal 
teaching qualifications standard articulated in the Australian Qualifications 
Framework. However, as discussed later in this chapter, there is some evidence that 
institutions valued formal qualifications through their emerging support of graduate 
certificates in higher education.  
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3.3.2 Regulation through professional bodies  
In Australia many higher education disciplines are with associated professional 
bodies, such as architecture (Royal Australian Institute of Architects, 2014) and 
nursing (Australian Nursing and Midwifery Accreditation Council, 2014). These 
professional bodies set registration competencies for those interested in employment, 
and monitor and maintain the minimum entry standard for entrants into their 
disciplines. However, there was no professional association singularly focused on the 
Australian higher education sector.  
 
The health discipline was able to establish a set of standards through an agreed 
framework and therefore was able to describe quality within its discipline. A doctoral 
study, titled Measurement of the Quality of General Practices in Australia Miller 
(2003), demonstrated that entry requirements could be articulated and evaluated, 
leading to the development of a framework of standards for implementation. An 
example is the standard Practice Services: Standard 1.1 Access and Availability, 
which states: “All patients are able to obtain timely care and advice appropriate to 
their needs” (p. 55). Of particular interest to this thesis was that the participants had 
agreed to a set of standards and further agreed that the very process itself offered a 
value-add, in that there was educational value found within the activity. This augured 
well for the ongoing nature of the quality agenda as a transferable methodology for 
other disciplines. A further by-product of the process is the shared understanding 
developed among the participants of what constitutes quality in the local setting. 
 
In 2006, new legislation was introduced to support professional standards across 
Australia. The Australian government approved a national approach to professional 
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development through the Professional Standards Legislation (Professions Australia, 
2006). The objective was to improve standards and protect consumers. Although 
regulation of this Act resided with individual states and territories (Murphy & 
Calway, 2007) there was concern that this delegation was given without mention of 
methodologies or a learning framework.  
 
More specific to higher education, the Australasian Evaluation Society offered a 
broad standard to guide evaluation practices across all industry and education 
sectors. The Guidelines for the Ethical Conduct of Evaluations (Australasian 
Evaluation Society Inc, 2006) offered a straightforward and practical document that 
sets out a number of principles as well as guidelines to enact the principles. For 
further detail, see Appendix C. 
 
Overall, there were strong examples of discipline-based regulation in higher 
education of professional bodies but this does not encompass all disciplines across 
the sector. 
3.3.3 Regulation through professional development  
In 2007, a study by Zammit et al. acknowledged the need for both formal 
qualifications and ongoing professional development to achieve quality in learning 
and teaching that would allow teachers to continue to keep abreast of educational 
policy changes. In an environment where there were no standards or professional 
bodies to regulate qualifications in learning and teaching in higher education, 
professional development offered another approach to regulation of practice.  
An example of the schooling sector’s approach to establishing a professional 
standard was found within the study entitled Raising the Standards (Department of 
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Education, Science and Training, 2002e, 2002f). Through collaboration across 
education sectors and industry throughout Australia, this study established a 
minimum set of competency standards for information and communication 
technology for teachers in schools, with agreed dimensions and stages of 
development. As outlined in Table 2, the stages and target groups recognised the 
different skill sets and levels of engagement with technologies that may occur at 
different times in a teacher’s work experience.  
 
Table 2: 
 Stages and dimensions of information and communication technology (ICT) use 
 
 
Source: Department of Education, Science and Training (2002e, p. 21) 
 
Over the last ten years the issue of self-regulation through professional development 
by universities in Australia has been raised. However, it has been difficult to prove or 
disprove the utility of this professional development.  
 
In higher education the practice of academic development has been well documented 
and in Australian universities it was usual to find a service unit offering academic 
Dimensions of ICT Use Stages of ICT 
Development
Target Groups
ICT as a tool for use across the curriculum or in 
separate subjects where the emphasis is on the 
development of ICT-related skills, knowledge, 
processes and attitudes
Minimum Underpins all teaching 
practice in the same way as 
other literature
ICT as a tool for learning to enhance students' 
learning outcomes with the existing curriculum and 
existing learning processes
Developmental For beginning teachers and 
practicing teachers 
beginning to use ICTs
ICT as an integral component of broader curricular 
reforms that change not only how students learn but 
what they learn
Innovator For beginning teachers and 
practicing teachers 
beginning to use ICTs
ICT as an integral component of the reforms that 
alter the organisation and structure of schooling itself
Leader For school and educational 
leaders and for teacher 
educators
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development activities along similar lines to the concept of quality development 
(D’Andrea & Gosling, 2001; Gosling & D’Andrea, 2001). For example, different 
types of learning and teaching development opportunities offered included peer 
observation of teaching, student evaluation of teaching, curriculum design and 
student learning development.  
 
In 2010, an ALTC sponsored study into how thirty-nine Australian institutions 
prepared academics to teach illustrated the diverse practice across higher education 
providers (Hicks, Smigiel, Wilson, & Luzeckyj, 2010). An outcome of the study was 
a foundations framework, derived from practice, that allowed the thirty-one 
providers that participated to benchmark their program and informed best practice. 
Of keen interest to this current study was the recommendation that the academics 
who taught in these programs should themselves participate in appropriate 
professional development.  
 
As indicated in Table 3, there were varied practices across Australia, from as little as 
no participation requirement in professional development through to a formal award, 
such as a graduate certificate in university teaching (Hicks, et al., 2010). Within the 
table, the number represents the number of participating universities and the 
percentage represents the positive responses for that question.  
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Table 3:  
Foundations and graduate certificate programs 
 
Source: Hicks, et al., 2010 
 
This suggests setting a standard for the developers (those teaching the academics) 
and would bring the higher education sector more closely aligned to other 
educational sectors and, ultimately, benefit participants. As a result, this study 
provided evidence that many institutions offered professional development, yet there 
remained no national standards in terms of professional development. In terms of the 
issue under consideration for the increased focus on the quality of learning and 
teaching in higher education, professional development delivered to assist academic 
staff engaged in a teaching role was not necessarily delivered by staff with a formal 
teaching qualification.  
 
Ultimately, there was no regulation through professional development; therefore, this 
remained a variable that may impact on the quality of learning and teaching 
experienced by students. 
3.3.4 Regulation through pre-employment requirements  
The academy itself is integral to the function of the quality of an institution (Eustace, 
1988). This section looks at whether there were any pre-employment requirements 
Description Number %
Responses received (39 universities surveyed) 31 81
Foundations programs offered 25 80
Number of foundations programs offered 3 10
Graduate certificates in university teaching only offered 3 10
Mandatory participation where foundations programs offered 23 92
Articulation from foundations programs to graduate certificates 22 88
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expected from academic staff with respect to learning and teaching. In Australia 
there is no national pre-employment requirement for academic staff to be examined 
by, and registered with, any appropriate professional teaching body or to meet a 
standard set of requirements. In the absence of established standards, there may be 
more informal or de facto methods of regulation used within higher education, for 
example, in the way each university recruits academic staff for a general teaching 
role within one or more related disciplines.  
 
Although neither legislated nor regulated, there was one example of de facto 
standards found in the area of research, and this was self-regulated through selection 
requirements by the peak body for research funding, the Australian Research Council 
(2007). When submitting a proposal for a funding grant, the selection criteria clearly 
defined the qualifications and experience for each level of researcher. This was a 
good example of how funding selection criteria could guide good practice across the 
higher education sector and set de facto standards if applied to Office for Learning 
and Teaching (2012a, 2012b) grant funding. 
 
An alternative approach to seeking evidence of teaching quality at the point of 
employment comes from North America in the form of requiring applicants to write 
a statement of teaching philosophy as part of the search for an academic position 
(O’Neal, Meizlish, & Kaplan, 2007). With a rubric for developing and evaluating a 
teaching philosophy, it offered practical assistance to both the writer and the 
recipient. This activity was well supported by a study into faculty employment 
processes where the teaching philosophy, or teaching statement, as it was called, 
formed an important component of the evidence of teaching quality (Bruff, 2007). 
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Such statements reflect the United States of America’s scholarship of teaching 
movement as discussed elsewhere in this chapter but do not usually form a part of 
Australian higher education employment practice. 
 
Within its report on the vocational education and training sector, the Productivity 
Commission (2010b) defined vocational education and training practitioners as dual 
professionals, by merit of deploying both industry and educational skills within their 
role in schools, vocational education and training, dual-sector higher education 
providers and industry. There are some parallels between the dual professionals in 
vocational education and training and the duality of the discipline research and 
learning and teaching roles held by academics. Academics in higher education 
usually enter employment with discipline expertise and subsequently acquire 
teaching skills on the job, thus justifying identification as dual professionals. In 
future research it would be interesting to see if the Productivity Commission’s 
project definition of dual professionals might be extended to include the higher 
education practitioners as well. This would offer a way to stabilise and value learning 
and teaching as a quality variable within academic staff performance. 
 
Overall, this section reviews the regulation of learning and teaching quality through 
pre-employment requirements that are evident in the schooling and vocational 
education and training sectors, but absent within higher education. In order to 
examine the notion of regulation through pre-employment, employment practices by 
higher education providers was identified as an area of interest for this thesis. 
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As a result of the analysis of regulation through pre-employment requirements, the 
notion of employment practices by higher education providers was identified as 
worthy of further exploration to determine whether this may offer a de facto standard 
for the learning and teaching quality agenda in higher education. Therefore, 
employment practices in higher education were identified as a dataset of interest for 
this current study. 
3.3.5 Regulation through post-employment requirements 
Percy (2008), when investigating the casualisation of the workforce in higher 
education, challenged the higher education sector to encourage learning and teaching 
to become more professionalised for both ongoing and casual academic staff. 
Therefore, where there is interest in a learning and teaching quality agenda in higher 
education, it could be expected that there should be an increased focus on the ways in 
which academic staff engage in their learning and teaching practices. This section of 
the chapter investigates how learning and teaching quality may be regulated through 
post-employment requirements.  
 
Employment of staff in Australia was usually conducted in a standard way through 
an established employment practice, where positions were advertised through 
newspapers, websites and professional associations. Certain educational sectors had 
established pre-employment and post-employment requirements that were not 
necessarily reflected in the higher education sector. Different examples of 
employment practices in educational contexts that may offer proxy measures for 
teaching standards will be described below. 
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As evidenced later in this thesis, the complex and demanding employment criteria for 
academic positions engaged in research reflected the standards for research funding 
and, while there are very few criteria for teaching in general, not many go beyond 
experience gained on the job or in previous academic positions (Coaldrake & 
Stedman, 1999, 2013). This often placed research as the de facto standard for 
employment, which, rather than contributing, continues to constrain the value placed 
on learning and teaching. 
 
The current employment practice of universities places value on the general subject 
and content; however, this does not translate to the learning and teaching domain. 
Therefore, the burden of professional development is placed on institutions when 
universities do not screen for qualifications or experience in learning and teaching 
(Eustace, 1988). The study by Eustace (1988) investigated selection criteria for 
academics and found a paucity of studies in this area, a finding that was closely 
echoed fourteen years later by O’Meara (2002). It appears that there was an ongoing 
gap within the literature on investigation into recruitment and selection practices per 
se and higher education in particular.  
  
One case in which there was recognition of learning and teaching through 
employment appears in the scholarship and employment opportunities offered by the 
University of Queensland. In 2007, a working party investigated the diversity of 
academic roles within the institution and specifically focused on learning and 
teaching, and the possibility of a role for teaching-focused academic appointments 
within the university (Rix, 2007). The set of criteria and duties focused on teaching 
and associated duties, scholarship relating to teaching, service within the discipline 
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or profession and leadership in teaching (Rix, 2007). All aspects of this teaching-
focused role were about the practice, research, and publication of artefacts dealing 
with issues of learning and teaching. It remains unknown how many positions were 
appointed, although, supporting resources remained available for these positions on 
the university website (The University of Queensland, 2014) at the point of 
publication of this thesis.  
 
A further example of formal national professional registration is found in the United 
Kingdom (Higher Education Academy, 2007a, 2007b), where academic staff can 
submit an application for registration by provision of evidence of prior experience or 
formal programs. Of course, many institutions offer academic staff fully funded 
opportunities to gain such expertise from programs such as graduate certificates in 
educational practice or through a single course of study.  
 
The recruitment and retention of academic staff has attracted a major research project 
in the United Kingdom (Metcalf, Rolfe, Stevens & Weale, 2005). Although the focus 
is on what occurs after the academic staff are employed, there is a section on 
recruitment practice and strategies. The project investigated the recruitment and 
retention of academic staff who lecture, research and perform administrative tasks. In 
terms of employment processes, there was mixed practice across institutions, with an 
increasing number of positions being contractual or part time. Moreover, there was a 
high turnover of contractual research positions, and overall it found that staff were 
less satisfied with their job. 
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However, the practice is varied across universities in Australia (Luzeckyj & Badger, 
2008) and, while learning and teaching is recognised and supported by professional 
development, inconsistencies in practice continued. 
 
At the institutional level, the academic environment is one of autonomy with no 
national associations to determine competencies for academic staff engaged in a 
teaching role. There are some opportunities for further research in learning and 
teaching plans, promotion and employment practices for academic staff engaged in a 
teaching role. One aspect is to determine if these offer de facto standards across the 
sector and at individual institutions. As mentioned in the section on professional 
development, above, this area is under scrutiny elsewhere. 
 
In terms of promotion practices, a comprehensive meta-analysis study in the United 
Kingdom found that the criteria and transparency of promotion practices was varied 
between different case studies (Metcalf, et al., 2005). Although participating UK 
institutions did have appraisal systems, only some were linked to promotion systems, 
and the appraisal and promotion systems were not linked to professional 
development. It was found that all of these issues had perceived impact on workforce 
retention. The criteria and transparency of promotion practices varied across the case 
study universities. Universities were concerned that the criteria used should take 
account of the range of academic activity, including research, teaching, 
administration, and enterprise. However, research continued to be the preeminent 
criterion (Metcalf, et al., 2005). 
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As a result of the analysis of regulation through post-employment requirements, the 
notion of promotion practices by higher education providers was identified as worthy 
of further exploration to determine whether this may offer a de facto standard for the 
learning and teaching quality agenda in higher education. Therefore, promotion 
practices in higher education were identified as a dataset of interest for this current 
study. 
 
This section details the standards in learning and teaching through formal 
qualifications in learning and teaching, regulation through professional bodies, 
regulation through professional development, regulation through pre-employment 
requirements, and regulation through post-employment requirements. There are no 
national standards for academic staff engaged in a learning and teaching role in 
higher education in Australia. While professional bodies, professional development, 
and employment requirements do offer opportunities for self-regulation, the extent of 
this practice is under-researched. 
 
However, two datasets were identified for inclusion within the current study: 
employment practices and promotion practices. Refer to Chapter 4 for further detail 
of how these datasets were analysed with the results outlined in Chapter 6. 
3.4 Learning and teaching quality by measurement or 
evaluation 
This section focuses on the difference between measurement and evaluation in 
relation to the learning and teaching quality agenda in higher education. It explores 
how measurement and lines of evidence were used in higher education as a way to 
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investigate the quality of learning and teaching in a measured and thoughtful manner, 
and then compared to identify any available standards. Given the complexity of 
learning and teaching, governments and researchers have struggled to find 
meaningful ways to measure and compare their quality, and the subsequent impact 
on student learning and experiences set across diverse courses, disciplines and 
institutions. As discussed in Chapter 2, this has been compounded in Australia by the 
autonomous nature of higher education providers, the associated increasing 
expectations of accountability that accompany public funding and widening 
participation of more diverse student cohorts.  
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
3.4.1 National measurement of quality through reporting 
3.4.2 Reliance on national student feedback surveys 
3.4.3 Dominance of a single stakeholder voice, students 
3.4.4 Evaluation of situational issues through benchmarking 
3.4.5 Evaluation through teaching excellence awards 
3.4.6 Evaluation through scholarship of teaching 
3.4.7 Evaluation through peer review 
 
As these evaluation methodologies were used to measure or compare quality of 
learning and teaching in higher education, the author has deliberately applied the 
word measurement to quantitative practice that is conducted from a distance and 
evaluation to qualitative practice that is up-close and participatory.  
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3.4.1 National measurement of quality through reporting  
In 1996, the Australian government identified three main data sources to support 
national performance indicators for higher education in Australia. The data sources 
identified were higher education students, staff and finance collections, together with 
the research data collection and feedback from students collected through national 
surveys. These indicators were based on the premise of relevance, reliability, 
auditability and timeliness (Higher Education Division, 1998). Relevance related to 
the institutions’ purposes and objectives, reliability referred to consistency of data, 
auditability was whether the data could be reviewed and timeliness was about 
availability.  
 
As mentioned earlier, the Australian government invested in strategic ways to 
measure quality accountability, and the quality agenda has gained momentum since 
the 1988 government review (Croucher, et al., 2013). One obligation arising from 
this attention to accountability required institutions to submit statistical reports on 
staff and student demographics and outcomes to the government. Another change 
was the increased expectations for institutions to participate in national student 
feedback surveys such as the Course Experience Questionnaire and the Graduate 
Destination Survey (Graduate Careers Australia, 2009; Richardson, 2005). The 
original purpose for these surveys was to inform learning and teaching practice and 
these were later repurposed to inform quality assurance. Within a reduced federal 
government funding environment, higher education providers adopted a managerial 
approach to their operations and processes to achieve economies of scale. This 
diverted the attention of institutions from the pursuit of quality in learning and 
teaching to the pursuit of economic viability (Jiang, 2007).  
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3.4.2 Reliance on national student feedback surveys 
This section provides an overview of the development and application of the national 
surveys. Since 1972, the Australian Graduate Survey was administered by an 
autonomous organisation, Graduate Careers Australia (2011a), and included two 
surveys, the Course Experience Questionnaire and Graduate Destination Survey, 
completed by higher education students post-graduation. The Graduate Destination 
Survey was designed to collect information from recent graduating students on 
employment and study outcomes and this survey appeared well received in 
institutions (Graduate Careers Australia, 2011a). The Course Experience 
Questionnaire was developed to gather student feedback to evaluate teaching, 
environment and services (Ramsden, 1981; Ramsden & Martin, 1996). The teaching 
component assists academic staff in self-reflection to evaluate their own practices. 
Originally, the guiding principle of the Course Experience Questionnaire was to 
produce quantitative data economically, to allow institutions and units to be ranked 
in terms of the perceived teaching quality (Ramsden, 1981). The unit was an 
organisation, one such as a department or faculty, and it was originally understood 
that it would not pretend to measure each and every aspect of teaching. From the 
early model of optional application by institution, discipline and teachers, the 
instruments have developed into a quality assurance and benchmarking mechanism 
expected at a national level. The initial five scales in the Course Experience 
Questionnaire (Ramsden, 1991) were good teaching, clear goals, appropriate 
workload, appropriate assessment and emphasis on independence. 
 
In 2005, the Course Experience Questionnaire qualitative data was made available to 
universities in digital format for analysis and data mining. Access to this data 
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through data mining was supported through the development of CEQuery software 
(Graduate Careers Australia, 2011b). With fourteen participating Australian 
universities, this project demonstrated how the data could be analysed effectively 
(Scott, G., 2005) and provided thematic recommendations for improvement. Not 
only did this software provide a dictionary specifically designed to mine data from 
the Course Experience Questionnaire, it also had the capacity for universities to 
design their own dictionary to suit institutional surveys. 
 
The Course Experience Questionnaire received criticisms and a number of studies 
have been devoted to the application and merits of the survey instrument. The history 
of the Course Experience Questionnaire was well documented within a literature 
review by Richardson (2005) and the validity of the instrument was evaluated by 
Byrne and Flood (2003). There are examples detailing implementation of the Course 
Experience Questionnaire through a school-wide approach (Oliver & Yeo, 2003), a 
departmental approach (Gribble, Lee, Yeo & Zadnik, 2003) and a course approach 
(Lyon & Hendry, 2002; Steele, West, & Simeon, 2003). Further, there are examples 
of international application (Kreber, 2003) and an institution approach (Ballantyne, 
Packer, Smeal & Bain, 2005) using a modified version of the Course Experience 
Questionnaire to survey all students. This flurry of activity became more orderly with 
the steady deployment of the extended survey.  
3.4.3 Dominance of a single stakeholder voice, students  
This section outlines the ways in which student feedback data were used by different 
stakeholders in higher education. All Australian universities invite feedback from 
students about their learning experiences through self-reporting surveys (Alderman, 
L., Towers & Bannah, 2012; Davies, Hirschberg, Lye, & Johnston, 2007). A wealth 
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of published data was available from national and institutional surveys in quantitative 
format and, as mentioned above, the extended comments of the Course Experience 
Questionnaire became available in digital format. Simultaneous debate ensued about 
how quality assurance was focused on the process of data collection and the 
dissemination of results in Australia, rather than on data usage. Although there are 
excellent examples of individual practice (Peel, 2005; Warn & Tranter, 2001) and 
university strategies (Barrie, Ginns, & Prosser, 2005; Biggs, 2001), there is very little 
evidence of the range of evaluation tools and evaluation practices at the point of 
delivery, for example, individual evaluation practice by academics intent on 
improving their learning and teaching. 
 
Two national studies of internal evaluation practice, conducted in 2007 (Davies, et 
al.) and in 2008 (Barrie, Ginns, & Symons), clearly identified that, overall, the 
surveys were idiosyncratic to the institution. As a result, the only factor open to 
comparison was that all institutions engaged in the practice of surveying their 
students for feedback on their learning experience. There were no trends with regard 
to instruments or benchmarking opportunities arising from this national practice. 
 
As presented in Chapter 2, a range of different characteristics are attributed to higher 
education providers in the sector, such as size and location; whether the provider is 
public or private; and whether the provider is single, dual or mixed sector. This raises 
a number of questions concerning the applicability and validity of formal survey 
instruments. As stated by James (2006) “quality, efficiency and diversity may stand 
in opposition to each other – all are admirable goals but they are not necessarily 
commensurable from a measurement perspective” (p. 2). The following discussion 
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demonstrates different approaches to evaluation of higher education and identifies 
the ways in which institutions have approached issues in quality in learning and 
teaching. 
 
A substantial body of literature is focused on the advantages and disadvantages of 
using student feedback to evaluate teaching in higher education and this is covered 
extensively in the literature by Richardson (2005). One school of thought strongly 
supported student feedback as a formative tool, while another supported its 
summative use for performance, promotion, awards, and grants. A complicating 
factor was the range of survey instruments and practices used to collect the data. 
Ongoing concern was about the instrument in terms of questions and scales 
(Richardson, 2004) and the stakeholder representation being limited to the students. 
This is especially true when there was no input from academic staff to provide 
contextual detail of delivery, such as the number and profile of academic staff, 
student cohort, assessment or location of delivery.  
 
There was even greater concern about what to do with the data once collected and 
how a major portion of the data remains unused by institutions across the sector 
(Ballantyne, 1997). That is to say, the data collection appears to be the end of the 
responsibility on the part of the institution, with quality improvement assumed to be 
the responsibility of the individual academic. Further, the existence of data requires 
management of access, student confidentiality, and sensitivity in reporting. An 
additional concern was that, while feedback was assiduously collected, it was unclear 
that this information was used systematically (Harvey & Newton, 2004), with little 
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transparency for the assessed parties on an individual or discipline basis, or teaching 
or research area basis. 
 
There was no doubt that feedback from students on their experience was an 
important aspect of the quality of learning and teaching; however, the data arising 
from this source should be treated with caution as there were a myriad variables 
within learning and teaching that would have direct impact on the student’s 
experience (Alderman, L., Towers, Bannah & Phan, 2014). These variables, such as 
class size, teaching approach and face-to-face or online delivery, were often ignored 
when a single survey instrument was applied in an institution-wide or national 
context. 
 
Given the environment described above, where internal student evaluation surveys 
were expected, the question of ethics in relation to student evaluation of teaching was 
raised in a project from the University of Canberra (McCormack, 2003). McCormack 
promoted closing of the loop on a number of conversations held within Australia and 
internationally, concerning both online and face-to-face delivery related to privacy, 
consent, interpretation, ownership, authorship and accessibility (McCormack, 2003). 
There was an interest expressed by academic staff to ensure that the integrity of staff, 
students and data was maintained to the highest standard. 
 
At school or discipline level, there were different approaches for academics to 
evaluate their teaching. These approaches included an investigation of reflective and 
collaborative teaching practice (Harris, H., & Bretag, 2003); or a discipline review of 
integrity of practice (Young & Irving, 2005); or an institutional study into how to 
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measure quality at delivery level (Jones, S., 2003). These researchers engaged more 
broadly across academic staff, designed a tailored research methodology and selected 
relevant data collection instruments. Yet student feedback was only one line of 
evidence and a single stakeholder voice.  
 
The dominant role of student feedback surveys as an indicator of quality raises 
concern in some circles that the student voice was privileged over the voices of other 
stakeholders. Various publications have demonstrated that different stakeholders 
hold different perspectives on the definition of quality (Harvey, 2003; Harvey & 
Newton, 2004; Watty, 2002). Academics identified that there was a perception of 
distrust of data, mixed-purpose, unclear outcomes, and ill-matched timing with 
respect to the student feedback surveys (Richardson, 2005). These concerns were 
considered to have direct impact on stakeholder engagement in the process and the 
data outcomes.  
 
Berk (2005) promoted multiple lines of evidence on the quality of learning and 
teaching to engage all stakeholders and identified twelve sources of evidence. These 
are: 
 
(i) student ratings 
(ii) peer ratings 
(iii) self-evaluation 
(iv) videos 
(v) student interviews 
(vi) alumni ratings 
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(vii) employer ratings 
(viii) administrator ratings 
(ix) teaching scholarship 
(x) teaching awards 
(xi) learning outcome measures 
(xii) teaching portfolio. 
 
Berk discussed the advantages and disadvantages of this extensive typology of 
evidence and recommends starting with student ratings and another one or two lines 
of evidence. Most importantly, the evaluator would need to balance the purpose of 
the evaluation to select the different lines of evidence. 
 
One single line of evidence and a single stakeholder voice, while important, is not 
enough for a meaningful view towards quality of learning and teaching. 
Alternatively, the following examples describe different ways in which three higher 
education providers have approached the issue of quality of learning and teaching. 
These institutions are The University of Sydney, which adapted a modified version 
of the Course Experience Questionnaire; Curtin University of Technology, which 
adopted a professional development model; and Queensland University of 
Technology, which applied a risk-based performance model. These three examples 
indicate a deliberate intent by the institution to improve the quality of courses and 
ultimately improve the experience of their students. 
 
In 1998, the evaluation approach was the Strategic Plan, adopted by University of 
Sydney, which identified that maintaining its current position in teaching and 
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learning was the primary goal (Barrie, et al., 2005). They used a modified version of 
the Course Experience Questionnaire called the Student Course Experience 
Questionnaire with all enrolled undergraduate students being surveyed. The 
university had initiated a process that is linked to the academic support services 
provided for academic development. This involved the preparation of an evidence-
based self-assessment by the faculty, results of the foregoing survey, and an audit 
visit by the Academic Board Review Committee. The survey system, called Unit of 
Study Evaluation, offered a number of predictors for student learning.  
 
Another evaluation approach was taken by Curtin University of Technology where 
academic staff presented two companion peer reviewed papers at the Evaluation and 
Assessment Conference in 2003. The first paper offered a whole-of-school approach 
(Oliver & Yeo, 2003) and the second offered a departmental approach to applying 
the Course Experience Questionnaire to improve teaching (Gribble, et al., 2003). 
Each approach by Curtin is discussed below. 
 
Curtin University of Technology established a joint project between the University 
Planning Department and the Learning Support Network to provide departments or 
schools with data from formal survey instruments and assist academic staff in 
understanding the links between the data and the educational practices within the 
classroom (Oliver & Yeo, 2003). The purpose of change is supported by solid 
research data and a set of strategies to facilitate the change. In this case two survey 
instruments were used: Course Experience Questionnaire – graduands; and Curtin 
Assessment of Student Satisfaction – with all enrolled students invited to provide 
feedback. 
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The Curtin University of Technology departmental approach offered by Gribble, et 
al. (2003) built upon the school approach described above. At the departmental level 
strong leadership and academic support, and allowing each department individual 
pathways of change, were important aspects of this approach. The change process 
was monitored and data collected through the following two instruments: Teaching 
Quality Improvement Process, which measures engagement with the improvement 
planning process, and Course Experience Questionnaire, which measures quality of 
course. 
 
One final example of how it is possible to extend from a single stakeholder voice was 
part of the researcher’s portfolio of work at Queensland University of Technology. 
Within the project named Reframe, Queensland University of Technology’s 
Evaluation Framework, the unit level surveys were extended to include peers, the 
teaching team (Alderman, L. & Melanie, 2012). In addition, two new surveys were 
introduced, one early in the teaching period to collect feedback along the way and a 
second where students exiting a unit where invited to give feedback on why they 
were leaving. The changes were direct requests from the academic staff or students 
to reduce the reliance on a single survey or single stakeholder voice and placed value 
on peers as part of this process. 
 
The fascination with student evaluation surveys continues to attract ongoing attention 
from scholars, whether focused on the collection and use of feedback from students, 
as mentioned above, or to investigate the resistance of academic staff towards student 
evaluations that are delivered online rather than on paper (Rienties, 2014). This 
investigation used mixed methods to explore the mode of the survey through the lens 
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of the academic staff, with a significant interest placed on the response rates of the 
surveys. What appears to be overlooked, in Rienties study at least, is whether the 
academic staff members used the feedback in a constructive manner to inform their 
teaching. It would be worth further study to enquire whether academic staff who 
dismiss student evaluation survey outcomes in an online mode, also dismissed the 
outcomes, or elected not to participate, in the paper-based mode. 
3.4.4 Evaluation of situational issues through benchmarking  
This section outlines how benchmarking offers an evaluation of quality through 
comparison of like elements. Although relatively new in higher education (Jackson, 
N., 2001), benchmarking provided a flexible and scalable approach that compared 
one thing with another in a structured and systematic manner. The flexibility and 
scalability means that institutions could benchmark against other institutions with 
similar characteristics and this could occur for a single administrative element within 
learning and teaching, such as the enrolment process for students, or for comparison 
of curriculum within discipline groups, such as two courses in architecture.  
 
Internationally, similar levels of interest in benchmarking activities in the higher 
education sector reflect the national pressures for change, as well as the need for 
accountability, as found in Australia. One monograph entitled Benchmarking in 
Higher Education: An International Review (Commonwealth Higher Education 
Management Service, 1998) documented an excellent review of one style of 
benchmarking in higher education across the United Kingdom, Europe, Australia, 
and North America. This longitudinal project required participating individual 
institutions within a country to: (i) annually engage; (ii) pay a fee; (iii) collect data 
for fourteen core activities; and (iv) compare the outcomes. It appeared that initial 
Chapter 3 Environmental scan of learning and teaching practice through the literature Page 107 
uptake soon dwindled away as the resourcing cost of engagement did not seem to 
match the expected outcomes. 
 
Across the literature different types of benchmarking offered distinct approaches to 
compare like elements, depending on the intended outcomes and explicit 
benchmarking activities that were identified (Jackson, N., 2001). One interesting way 
to view benchmarking methodologies was through the types of activities. Jackson 
synthesised those found within the literature into a single list. The types of 
benchmarking, explained below, were: implicit or explicit; independent or 
collaborative; internal or external; vertical or horizontal; inputs, process or outputs; 
and metric data or bureaucratic information (Jackson, N., 2001, p. 3). 
 
• Implicit (by-product of information gathering) or explicit (deliberate and 
systematic) 
• Conducted as an independent (without partners) or a collaborative 
(partnership) exercise 
• Confined to a single organisation (internal exercise) or involving other 
similar or dissimilar organisations (external exercise) 
• Focused on the whole process (vertical benchmarking) or part of a process as 
it manifests itself across different functional units (horizontal benchmarking) 
• Focused on inputs, process or outputs (or a combination of these) 
• Based on quantitative (metric data) and or qualitative (bureaucratic 
information). 
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Rather than explain the types of benchmarking identified in detail, examples of each 
of these benchmarking activities are applied to specific projects and contexts within 
the literature. The examples below represent how these different types of 
benchmarking were applied in practice. 
 
An international example of an implicit benchmarking activity is the development of 
a league table. This result is the by-product of public access to information that 
identifies higher education providers with detailed results that are then published as a 
list of names that presume to rank the institutions. A study commissioned in the 
United Kingdom reviewed five league tables (Locke, Verbik, Richardson, & King, 
2008) and the findings identified poor methodology and inappropriate use of data 
within each league table reviewed. Some of the measures were poor proxies for 
perceived quality (e.g. employment of graduands) there was little or no transparency 
within the process and the outcomes often reflected reputational perception rather 
than quality. Despite the poor methodology and questionable data use, institutions 
are both influenced and forced to pay attention to league tables, as they represent an 
official government-originated published profile of an institution with very little 
opportunity to have a right of reply. 
 
A second national example of by-product benchmarking was found in the Good 
Universities Guide. Since 1991, Hobsons’ guide (2014) offered prospective students 
an opportunity to review universities across a five-star set of ratings within 
undergraduate, postgraduate and MBA collections. This annual commercial 
publication ranked quality in higher education and was an example of implicit or by-
product benchmarking described above. The methodology applied separated higher 
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education institutions into quintiles according to the source – public data from the 
Australian Graduate Survey – against the five areas within the survey. As mentioned 
within the benchmarking section of this chapter, a good performance indicator was 
one where the data was considered timely, therefore the four-year time lag from data 
collection to by-product use by Hobson’s continues to draw criticism from 
institutions. 
 
A national example of a collaborative benchmarking activity was a project 
commissioned by the government, with three objectives. The first was to review A 
Manual for Benchmarking Australian Universities; the second, to review 
benchmarking more generally in Australian universities; and the third was to conduct 
in-depth workshops with six participating universities over a four-month period 
(Garlick & Pryor, 2004). The manual (Garlick & Pryor, 2004) proposed an 
alternative collaborative methodology that involved five phases to approach 
organisational improvement for universities, to : (i) review the current environment 
and its impact on the area under review; (ii) agree on a strategic plan to implement 
initiatives and the performance assessment system; (iii) be committed to the 
implementation; (iv) review the progress; and (v) learn from continuous 
improvement. It was the view that this simple approach of a collaborative 
benchmarking activity would build and enhance the AUQA audit processes. One 
major difference that stands out among the above methodologies for benchmarking 
was the notion of benchmarking being needed to identify areas for improvement in 
the first approach and the assumption that an issue had already been identified for 
improvement in the second. Given the diverse circumstances of universities within 
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the Australian sector, it could be argued that both have merit, and application would 
be determined by context.  
 
An institutional example of an internal benchmarking activity was found at 
Queensland University of Technology, where the current researcher manages the 
Course Quality Cycle, which offers a risk-based approach to quality (Towers & 
Alner, 2008; Towers, Alderman, L., Nielsen, & McLean, 2010). Although this 
annual cycle of review of all courses in the institution was relatively new, established 
in 2008, historically this university has conducted annual reviews of courses since 
the early 1990s (Linke, 1991). As the responsible officer with oversight of this 
process, this researcher was able to deliver the system, gather stakeholder feedback 
and refine the process each year. The fifth generation, delivered in 2013, provided a 
sophisticated report to allow academics to engage in informed dialogue. Features of 
the report include a performance model for undergraduate and postgraduate courses 
that applies benchmarking against national indicators, historical comparison 
measures and alignment to the university’s strategic goals. The application of a 
performance model identifies both high-performing and underperforming courses. 
Courses found to be underperforming provide an alert indicator to suggest further 
enquiry required at the local level – within the discipline and course curriculum 
team. 
  
A national example of an external benchmarking activity to analyse benchmarking 
itself was from the Australian government. The government commissioned a project 
to investigate and develop A Manual for Benchmarking Australian Universities, 
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which identified sixty-seven different benchmarks (McKinnon, Walker, & Davis, 
2000). The eleven benchmarks identified for learning and teaching were:  
 
• Benchmark 6.1 Learning and teaching plan 
• Benchmark 6.2 Course establishment processes 
• Benchmark 6.3 Scholarly teaching 
• Benchmark 6.4 Teaching environment 
• Benchmark 6.5 Effective academic review processes 
• Benchmark 6.6 Fitness of courses 
• Benchmark 6.7 Student progress 
• Benchmark 6.8 First- to second-year retention trends 
• Benchmark 6.9 Equity quantitative success 
• Benchmark 6.10 Student satisfaction 
• Benchmark 6.11 Employability of Australian graduates. 
 
As discussed in Chapter 4 and analysed in Chapter 6, benchmarking was adopted by 
the government as part of the participation criteria associated with the LTPF. 
 
An institutional example of an explicit horizontal benchmarking activity was a case 
study based on a course, the Graduate Certificate in Education (Higher Education) 
offered at Queensland University of Technology (Weeks, 2001). The approach 
involved international collaboration, study visits to other institutions, document 
analysis to examine content, reflection, and actions to refine and improve the 
curriculum. 
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A national example of an inputs, process or outputs benchmarking activity can be 
found within the National Teaching Quality Indicators Project (Chalmers, 2007, 
2010). This project approached learning and teaching in higher education through 
identifying datasets to measure inputs, process or outputs to then determine whether 
a particular context within a higher education provider was providing a quality 
experience for its students. 
 
The final example in this group is the national bureaucratic benchmarking activity 
found within the Australian government reporting requirements applied to the higher 
education sector (Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, 
2008). This approach involves each higher education provider submitting a series of 
data about their academic staff and students, and associated outcomes. 
3.4.5 Evaluation through teaching excellence awards  
Australia has a history of teaching excellence awards that started in 1992 
(Queensland University of Technology, 2003) and, even at the point of publication of 
this thesis, the government places value on and rewards teachers who demonstrate 
high achievement. This section offers an opportunity to review how teaching 
excellence awards offered a way to evaluate quality through applications against set 
criteria. 
 
A study by The University of Sydney believed that one outcome of these awards was 
the identification of a group of academics worthy of exploration and investigation 
(Dunkin, 1991, 1995; Dunkin & Precians, 1992). This study found that award 
recipients had a range of dimensions of teaching for the purpose of enhancing 
learning, illustrated a conceptual frame of criteria for evaluation of teaching, and 
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were readily willing to engage with a range of stakeholders with regard to feedback. 
Another study by Kreber and Cranton (2000) identified stakeholders as being 
students, peers and, in some cases, faculty members themselves who could describe 
how they perceive the performance of academic staff engaged in a teaching role. 
 
With respect to teaching performance, The University of Sydney focused on a Vice-
Chancellor Outstanding Teaching Award and outlined a structured evaluation 
strategy, with engagement with sixty stakeholders, to review and improve this award 
(Jackson, M., 2006). This study confirmed that the awards were popular with the 
main stakeholders, that engagement between faculties differed, that the process 
identified future academic leaders, and that there remained a tension between 
teaching and research. Finally, they found that a teaching award does not necessarily 
enhance the status of teaching for a recipient, although it was one of a range of 
evidence indicators. 
 
Conversely, teaching excellence awards were not perceived in a positive frame by 
all. Awards were viewed by some as validation of performance, both internal reward 
from institutions and external reward from the ALTC (Chalmers, 2011). They were 
also viewed as engaging with a small portion of academics, privileging individuals 
rather than teams or selected teams of preferred teaching researchers. 
 
In contrast, Black (2005) cautions that two kinds of evidence often fuel the growth of 
an area in education. Research showed how to improve practice and then it 
demonstrated that teachers could transform their research ideas into productive 
practices. Although speaking specifically of the growth in formative assessment, this 
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is also the case in evaluation of learning and teaching performance in higher 
education. Research literature investigating what constitutes learning and teaching 
performance offers evidence of the former and teaching excellence awards are 
excellent evidence of the latter. 
3.4.6 Evaluation through scholarship of teaching 
The Right Honorable Julia Gillard (2008, 2009) (Deputy Prime Minister and 
Minister for Education at the time) highlighted that consideration of learning and 
teaching as being equal to research remains a priority, and this could be strengthened 
through scholarship. This reinforces the value of the work by Boyer (1990) in 
introducing the scholarship of teaching. 
 
The seminal work by Boyer (1990) heralded a new way of thinking about academics 
and made a strong endeavour to bring value to the role of teaching, not simply 
through scholarly publications but also through the rewards systems within 
institutions. Boyer’s work and other literature in this field is reviewed, in great detail, 
elsewhere (Brint, 2009). This historic analysis of two movements to reform teaching 
and the accountability movement provided a contextual basis to explore the emerging 
ideologies of scholarship of teaching in a much broader context. In a review of the 
previous twenty-five-year period, the teaching reform movement was successful in 
helping to dislodge research as the prime focus of higher education and in 
disseminating innovative teaching methods. 
 
In support of the scholarship of teaching, one study within the medical discipline by 
Fincher, et al. (2000), built upon the work of Boyer and combined two areas of 
research. The work of Boyer and his approach to language, together with Glassick’s 
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(2002) six criteria to evaluate discovery (traditional research) to develop a teaching 
framework, identified four common roles of educators. The intention of this 
framework was to assist academics to develop a portfolio of evidence to support their 
claims that were clear, concise and not open to interpretation. Another example of 
the application of scholarship of teaching across a discipline raised difficulties and 
concerns of underlying assumptions about teaching that need to be in place for the 
endeavour to be successful (Healey, 2000). It was not enough to have the good 
intention to pursue scholarship of teaching; it also required a shared understanding 
and purpose. Even though the above examples indicate support for the concept of 
scholarship of teaching, they also indicate that just a willingness to engage with the 
concept was not sufficient for successful deployment and engagement with the 
notion of scholarship of teaching. 
 
In contrast, Kreber and Cranton (2000) critiqued the scholarship of teaching as an 
area that remained an ill-defined concept. They proposed an alternate understanding 
built on the theory of transformative learning concerned with “instruction, learning 
and teaching, and curricular knowledge as three qualitatively different knowledge 
domains in teaching” (Kreber & Cranton, 2000, p. 492). Another critique by Oliver 
and Yeo (2003) also identified that it was difficult to engage staff in scholarly debate 
about learning and teaching, because few are either familiar with the literature of 
research on higher education, or know about their own disciplinary education 
research literature. The studies that support and criticise the scholarship of teaching 
do suggest that this area is still emerging and there does not appear to be one way to 
view or understand the concept without explanation of the local environmental 
context. 
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The following examples demonstrated research studies by individual academics 
engaged in the scholarship of teaching. Within the academy, a broad range of 
strategies was available for academics to evaluate the quality of their learning and 
teaching. As stated by James (2006) earlier, there was a great deal of diversity in 
teaching and such diversity is reviewed in different ways, including peer observation 
of teaching by a colleague (Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 2005; Peel, 2005), 
preparation of portfolios to evaluate teaching (Baume & Yorke, 2002), and a study 
into teaching techniques to improve teaching (Narasimhan, 2001).  
 
Although when Boyer (1990) introduced the term scholarship of teaching it was 
presented with a clear definition, context and purpose, it does not necessarily mean 
that future applications of this term or an extension of this term will be clearly 
understood by other academics. For example, one author (Boshier, 2009) interpreted 
the change in terminology from scholarship of teaching to scholarship of teaching 
and learning to mean the activity had broadened, rather than being the same 
definition with a new term. Fundamentally, Boshier’s concern stemmed from an 
associated increase in academic workload. These examples illustrated multiple uses 
of terminology for different purposes within the same context and could only send 
mixed communication signals to stakeholders in the relevant education sectors.  
 
As outlined in Chapter 3, the United Kingdom and Australia have adopted the 
learning and teaching quality agenda in higher education pathway to improvement as 
opposed to the American pathway, where scholarship of teaching was strongly 
adopted as one way towards quality improvement of learning and teaching. An 
investigation by Chalmers (2011) succinctly detailed the differences between the 
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scholarship of teaching movement that developed in North America and the learning 
and teaching quality agenda in higher education movement pursued by Australia and 
the United Kingdom. Therefore, although scholarship of teaching is ostensibly 
valued in Australia, it is considered part of the fabric of learning and teaching rather 
than a driving force. 
3.4.7 Evaluation through peer review 
Evaluation feedback collected through surveys and peer review in its raw state is not 
necessarily useful. Harvey (2003) states that simply gathering the data or engaging in 
an activity will not automatically translate into a change in practice. Observation of 
teachers and review by peers within a classroom has a long tradition within the 
school sector of education with intermittent take-up in the higher education sector. In 
strong contrast to the single stakeholder voice collected through student feedback 
surveys, peer review extends the stakeholder voice to include self and colleagues 
who engage in a rich, qualitative investigation, with the focus of the review usually 
self-identified by the academic staff member under review.  
 
More and more in higher education, a unit of study was delivered by a team of 
academics rather than a single academic. This makes the team of tutors not just a 
resource for delivery of the curriculum but also as reviewers of the curriculum. One 
example of peer review of curriculum from the United Kingdom looked at units of 
study by teams of tutors across two different disciplines (Bingham & Ottewill, 2001). 
This process produced sets of recommendations that formed the basis of the next 
stage in curriculum renewal for their institution(s) and so initiated a cycle of review. 
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An example of peer observation of teaching appeared in an article by Peel (2005), 
who documented the use of peer observation of teaching as an evaluation strategy to 
gain insight and understanding of teaching practices within a classroom setting. Of 
critical interest was the emphasis that explicit detail of the context surrounding peer 
observation of teaching was essential and this information needed to be 
deconstructed to assist academics to observe and interpret what is good teaching. 
Peel also expressed concern that an observer required certain knowledge of teaching 
and its characteristics. Basically, to understand peer review, it is difficult to observe 
good teaching if you don’t know what characteristics to look for in a teacher or what 
characteristics constitute good. 
 
Three projects were funded by the ALTC, entitled Peer Review of Teaching in 
Higher Education: Resources to Support Institutions in Developing and Embedding 
Effective Policies and Practices (Harris, K., Farrell, Bell, Devlin, & James, 2008); 
Peer Review of Teaching for Promotion Purposes: A Project to Develop and 
Implement a Pilot of External Peer Review of Teaching at Four Australian 
Universities (Crisp et al., 2009); and Peer Review of Online Learning and Teaching 
(Wood, Scutter, & Wache, 2011). These three projects are evidence of major 
investment by the ALTC focused on the topic of peer review. As for an entry point, 
three different research teams investigated this problem, using different approaches 
and sharing in common the peer review component. Each project offered a slightly 
different way to approach peer review, indicating the value placed on peer review by 
the researchers and institutions, and were all mutually supportive that peer review 
should be a voluntary activity. Therefore, these research projects built a small 
research base around one evaluation strategy located in higher education and 
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Australian practice. Peer review and peer observation are used effectively in higher 
education as evaluation tools. 
 
This section reviews measurement of evaluation of quality of learning and teaching 
through measurement and through government reporting within an outcomes and 
outputs framework, measurement through national student feedback surveys, 
measurement through a single voice of students, evaluation through benchmarking 
learning and teaching, evaluation through teaching excellence awards, evaluation 
through scholarship of teaching, and evaluation through peer review. It deliberately 
applies the words measurement and evaluation to reflect the differences between the 
quantitative approaches taken and compare them with the qualitative approaches 
undertaken.  
3.5 Conclusion 
This chapter, Environmental scan of learning and teaching practice through the 
literature, explores learning and teaching practice, research on learning and teaching, 
standards in learning and teaching, and measurement or evaluation of quality of 
learning and teaching. In Chapter 2, learning and teaching was defined as the 
methods and activities in teaching associated with the Australian government, higher 
education providers, academy, students and the environment in which learning takes 
place. Quality was defined as situational to the purpose, local to the specific context, 
and evaluated through appropriate strategies and evidence (Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development, 2009a, 2009b). As discussed in this 
chapter, an exploration of learning and teaching practice identified a number of 
variables that impact on quality; there was a national focus on a single stakeholder 
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voice, that of students, and there were richer more complete ways to evaluate 
learning and teaching through benchmarking, teaching awards, scholarship and peer 
review.  
 
The purpose of this chapter is to review literature to understand the practice 
surrounding the learning and teaching quality agenda in higher education in Australia 
and explores identified tensions or issues that impact on learning and teaching. 
Specifically, it identifies datasets to answer Research Question 3: How did the 2003 
government reform package change the profile of the learning and teaching quality 
agenda in higher education? As a result of this environmental scan of the literature 
and practice, several datasets are identified that offered benchmarking opportunities 
to determine whether the 2003 government reform package through the 
implementation of three national learning and teaching initiatives was successful in 
invoking change in practice. The datasets identified, and their justification for 
inclusion, are:  
 
(i) government-reported statistics by higher education institutions to provide 
the context for the period of time under investigation 
(ii) employment practices as a standard practice by higher education 
providers  
(iii) promotion practices as a standard practice by higher education providers 
and, as discussed in Chapter 4, promotion practices published on a 
website was a participation requirement by LTPF 
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(iv) institution websites, as all higher education providers have one and, as 
discussed in Chapter 4, a link to learning and teaching was a participation 
requirement by LTPF  
(v) peer-reviewed journal articles identified by the researcher as a research 
outcome promoted by higher education providers with an increase in 
frequency and a potential line of evidence for impact. 
 
The next chapter provides the full detail of the methodology, illuminative evaluation 
and the methods – content analysis, descriptive statistical analysis and bibliometric 
analysis – against the full complement of datasets. 
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Chapter 4 Methodology and methods 
Educational research is defined as the systematic collection and analysis of data in 
order to develop valid, generalisable descriptions, predictions, interventions and 
explanations relating to various aspects of education (Gall, et al., 2005). To 
undertake education research, the purpose guides the selection of research 
methodology and the body of knowledge available determines the starting point. 
How the methodology and methods were adopted is described below. 
 
This chapter details the decisions undertaken in the design of this study, including a 
justification for the particular theoretical approach adopted, the research questions 
that guide the study, the range of datasets examined and the methods of analysis 
employed. This unfolds through the research questions, illuminative evaluation as the 
methodological approach, and the design stages within illuminative evaluation and 
methodology, and identifies the rich context surrounding the government review 
(Maggetti, Gilardi & Radaelli, 2012). In particular, this chapter sets the 
methodological parameters, the theoretical considerations for conducting the study, 
and identifies the datasets for analysis. 
 
As argued in Chapter 2, examination of a government review of higher education has 
merit on three levels: (i) governments apply a review as a formative evaluation 
strategy to determine merit, uncover issues and tensions, and elicit new directions for 
policy (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2002b); (ii) a government 
review may be regarded as an intervention (Rog, 2012); and (iii) an evaluation of the 
impact of a government review, with a government review focused on learning and 
teaching offering an opportunity to guide future government reviews. This study 
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evaluates the 2003 government reform package through a carefully crafted research 
plan (Patton, 1975, 2002) designed to deal with the complexity of learning and 
teaching (Compayre, 1886) and guided by Rog’s contextual parameters (2012).  
 
This chapter is structured to include the following sections. 
 
 4.1 Methodology 
 4.2 Methods 
 4.3 Ethical issues 
 4.4 Conclusion 
4.1 Methodology 
As described in Chapter 1, Patton’s (1975, 2002) world view of program evaluation 
has four layers: (i) perspective, which was evaluation research; (ii) theoretical 
framework, which was program evaluation; (iii) methodology, which was 
illuminative evaluation; and (iv) methods, being content analysis, descriptive 
statistical analysis and bibliometric analysis. This section will describe the detailed 
manner in which Patton’s world view is applied to this study. 
 
This section is structured to include the following. 
 
 4.1.1 Program evaluation as the theoretical framework 
 4.1.2 Illuminative evaluation as the methodology 
 4.1.3 Program evaluation design of the study 
 4.1.4 Datasets for the study 
Chapter 4 Methodology and methods Page 125 
4.1.5 Program evaluation outcomes and communication of findings 
4.1.1 Program evaluation as the theoretical framework 
Evaluation is found in all societies where informal evaluation and judgement 
methods are adopted to determine the worth or quality of something (Worthen, 
Sanders & Fitzpatrick, 1997). Evaluation has enjoyed a relatively stable history from 
its inception in the early 1940s until today, with its original purpose to make a 
periodic check on the effectiveness of an educational institution (Tyler, 1942) or the 
degrees to which curriculum intervention actually changed behaviour (Clarke, A., 
1999; Tyler, 1949). By its very nature, the research emanating from an evaluation is 
descriptive, with the description being necessary to ensure that the stakeholders 
understand the context and situation in which the specific social intervention has 
taken place (Rog, 2012; Tyler, 1942, 1949).  
 
Since the 1940s, evaluation has increasingly been defined as the systematic 
examination of a planned social intervention (Clarke, A., 1999) and has developed 
into a type of social policy research designed to assist organisations to make wise 
choices about interventions in the future. Program evaluation was defined by Patton 
(1975, 2002) as the examination and judgement of accomplishments and 
effectiveness. When this examination is conducted systematically and empirically 
through careful data collection and thoughtful analysis, then this is defined as 
evaluation research and the inclusion of qualitative methods offers the opportunity to 
tell the story (Greene, 1994). This mode of evaluation was frequently called program 
evaluation (Maggetti, et al., 2012; Rossi, 1982; Rossi & Wright, 1984; Weiss, 1983) 
or also referred to as implementation analysis (Neale, 1999; Ryan, 1999). Program 
evaluation is not to be confused with instrumental evaluation, which involves the 
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testing of humans against certain criteria using a specially designed instrument or 
survey (Terwee, Dekker, Wiersinga, Prummel & Bossuyt, 2003). 
 
At least four current examples of program evaluation examine policy 
implementation:  
a) the government’s Evaluation Policy (Office of Development Effectiveness, 
2012), focused on the AusAid programs 
b) a catalogue: the self-explanatory Directory of Commonwealth Government 
Evaluations, Audits and Reviews of Indigenous-specific and Relevant 
Mainstream Programs 2002–2014 (Office of Indigenous Policy Coordination 
(2010) 
c) an application in law: a systematic review of crime prevention strategies 
(Morgan, Boxall, Lindeman & Anderson, 2012) 
d) an application in sustainability: evaluation targeting projects on the 
performance, impact and outcome of sustainability programs (Sweeny, 2009).  
4.1.2 Illuminative evaluation as the methodology 
This section describes three different types of program evaluations, finishing with the 
type adopted by this study. 
 
Program evaluations may be conducted with various foci, including process 
evaluation, impact (or outcomes) evaluation, and illuminative evaluation. Process 
evaluation is defined as being focused on the process of how an intervention is 
implemented in comparison with the designed intervention (Patton, 1975, 2002) and 
to determine what elements of an intervention worked or not (Suchman, 1967). Of 
particular interest in process evaluation is the investigation of why an intervention is 
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successful for one societal group and yet unsuccessful for another (Linnan & 
Steckler, 2002). For the purposes of this study, process evaluation would not allow 
the rich contextual story of the period in which the government review was 
conducted to be explored. 
 
Impact evaluation, also known as outcomes evaluation, is defined as the 
investigation of the relationship between the effort and activities of a program and 
any outcomes of the said program (Mohr, 1995). Impact evaluation is often found 
applied within the health discipline, as demonstrated by Patton (1975) when he 
evaluated the impact of twenty-five health programs. Another example is where 
Mattila (1999) evaluated the impact of culture in the area of service. Within the 
education discipline, it is difficult to make strong causal relationships between 
professional development for teachers and the direct impact on their classroom 
practice at a sectoral level. One doctoral study by Keady (2007) applied impact 
evaluation methodology and followed five classroom teachers in an action research 
learning intervention, specifically designed to alter and adapt their assessment 
practice to accommodate changes in curriculum. While, for the purposes of this 
study, impact evaluation would reveal direct causal relationships, again the rich 
contextual story would be missed.  
 
In contrast with the previous two approaches, illuminative evaluation takes into 
account both the wider contexts in which educational programs function and the 
specific outcomes. Parlett and Hamilton (1972, 1976) elaborated that: “Illuminative 
evaluation, rooted in social anthropology, seeks [rather] to describe and interpret, and 
takes account of the contexts in which educational innovation must function. Central 
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concepts are the instructional system and the learning milieu” (1976, p. 84). 
Illuminative evaluation as conceptualised by Parlett and Hamilton is made up of a 
three-stage framework of observation, additional inquiry, and explanation, with the 
investigational focus evolving as the research progresses. Parlett and Hamilton also 
identified the notion of the learning milieu defined as the context and environment 
surrounding a social intervention as being central to the methodological approach of 
illuminative evaluation. Through the theoretical framework of program evaluation, 
illuminative evaluation as the methodology for this study applies qualitative inquiry, 
including qualitative and quantitative data streams where outcomes are shaped by the 
extent and richness of the data sources (Patton, 1975, 2002).  
 
A valuable example of illuminative evaluation applied in a higher education setting 
in Australia is found in the D-Cubed project funded by ALTC (Gannaway, et al., 
2011). The D-Cubed project analysed an extensive number of projects to synthesise 
the dissemination strategies used within each project. The application of illuminative 
evaluation enabled Gannaway et al. to document the context surrounding the 
strategies and capitalise on both the intended and unintended outcomes of the 
projects. 
 
Program evaluations as interventions are considered both common and unique by 
Stake (1995, 2000) where there is a start point and an end or review point with 
strategic goals. The period of time, the external environment and the intended focus 
are often unique to the program. Illuminative evaluation, as a form of social research, 
sets out to investigate both the common and the unique (Parlett & Hamilton, 1972, 
1976). In the first instance, program evaluation as the theoretical framework lends 
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itself to making broader connections with other government reviews, such as 
thematic links, and, in the second instance, it allows the contextual and unique 
elements of the intervention to be unveiled. 
 
This study adopts illuminative evaluation as the methodological approach to 
investigate to what degree a specific intervention, a government review, actually 
changed behaviour of the higher education sector, in terms of learning and teaching 
policy and practice. This will inform future decision makers of the importance of 
identifying both intentional and unintentional consequences of interventions and how 
the efficiency and effectiveness of a government review process can maximise its 
outcomes. Therefore, the systematic approach offered by illuminative evaluation 
distinguishes this study as program evaluation research (Greene, 1994) from its 
simpler, informal form of evaluation. 
4.1.3 Program evaluation design for the study 
As shown here, four stages in the evaluation research design are used in this study 
and these correspond with both the latest policy recommendations by the Department 
of Education, Training and Employment (2012) and research guidelines for 
illuminative evaluation methods by Parlett and Hamilton (1972, 1976). The design 
stages include: 
 
• Stage 1: Design the evaluation 
• Stage 2: Collect data that counts 
• Stage 3: Prepare evaluation report 
• stage 4: Communicate findings. 
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The validity of this illuminative evaluation is enhanced through the application of 
triangulated research methods of content analysis, descriptive statistical analysis and 
bibliometric analysis designed to strengthen this evaluation. Quality is further 
supported by an inclusive method of analysis to code all components within each 
dataset, with the boundaries clearly defined in the scope.  
 
 
Figure 7: Research design for the current evaluation of an intervention 
 
Figure 7 illustrates the research design for this study and reads in ascending order 
from the research questions towards the review milestones and through to the 
illuminative evaluation foci. The first level shows the three research questions 
designed to nest beneath the relevant government review milestones. These 
milestones read from left to right in chronological order with respect to the 
deployment of the review. The third level indicates the outcomes, with the fourth and 
highest level being the interventions; the 2003 government reform package is the one 
under evaluation, with the 2008 government review signalling a new intervention.  
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4.1.4 Datasets for the study 
This thesis will contribute to the research field of higher education through the lens 
of learning and teaching, and to achieve this it is crucial to consider how 
organisational change occurs in the higher education sector and to determine the 
impact of said change. The dimensions of impact, adapted from Renner (2003), 
identify the influences of change in six dimensions:  
 
• sector engagement in national initiatives 
• qualifications in learning and teaching 
• employment practices 
• promotion practices 
• educational research 
• capacity building in higher education. 
 
As stated by Renner, these dimensions include external drivers for change, national 
initiatives and internal practices, such as sector engagement, that may, given the 
autonomous nature of higher education providers, adopt or work against the drivers 
for change. As discussed in Chapter 3, a number of datasets were identified as 
offering benchmarking opportunities to determine impact from the 2003 reform 
package focused on learning and teaching. Therefore, to determine the outcomes of  
this national intervention, these dimensions of impact represent the datasets 
discussed later in this chapter. 
 
The second stage of evaluation research design involves collecting data that matters. 
The data within this thesis is based entirely on primary sources of data emerging 
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from the government review milestones and sourced from publicly available 
documents or websites. The datasets outlined below were selected to provide 
evidence of the relationship between the 2003 government reform package and the 
learning and teaching agenda of higher education providers. The following section 
details the data streams used in this study, and follows the illuminative evaluation 
methodology to collect data that counts. 
 
In this study, the illuminative evaluation methodology adopts three methods of 
analysis: content; descriptive statistical; and bibliometric. These methods of analysis 
are used to investigate a number of public data sources. The major datasets that 
emerged from the 2003 government reform package include the first cycle of three 
national initiatives: (i) Learning and Teaching Performance Fund (LTPF); 
(ii) Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC); and (iii) Australian 
Universities Quality Agency (AUQA). In addition, the third category endeavours to 
measure the impact of this intervention through: (iv) government higher education 
sector statistics; (v) higher education providers’ website front pages, promotion 
criteria, learning and teaching plans, and learning and teaching qualifications; 
(vi) The Australian newspaper for employment and targeted scholarship of discovery 
opportunities for the academy; and (vii) learning and teaching literature located 
through the Web of Knowledge. The rationale for each dataset is outlined for each 
research question in Tables 4, 5 and 6.  
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Table 4 
 Datasets and rationale for Research Question 1 
Dataset 
Number Dataset Rationale 
Q1.1 
Learning and 
Teaching 
Performance Fund 
(LTPF) participation 
criteria – content 
analysis 
One national initiative that emerged from the 
2003 government reform package in Australia 
was the LTPF. This dataset represents the 
participation criteria that higher education 
providers were required to meet in order to be 
eligible to participate in the funding round. 
Specifically, the audience, participation 
criteria, process and outcomes of Cycle One 
for this agency were catalogued in a database 
by year, institution, title and funding received. 
Q1.2 
Learning and 
Teaching 
Performance Fund 
(LTPF) funding 
outcomes by higher 
education provider – 
descriptive statistical 
analysis 
As identified earlier, the LTPF is a national 
initiative and the funding outcomes were 
publicly available. This dataset represents a 
significant investment by the government in 
learning and teaching through the funding 
round outcomes for Cycle One of the LTPF 
and offers an opportunity to profile the 
outcomes by higher education provider and to 
determine the widespread distribution of the 
funding. 
Q1.3 
Australian Learning 
and Teaching Council 
(ALTC) Cycle One 
teaching excellence 
awards, grants and 
fellowship topic 
statements – content 
analysis 
A second national initiative that emerged 
from the 2003 government reform package in 
Australia was the ALTC. This agency 
required all applications for teaching awards, 
fellowships and grants to submit a succinct 
statement summarising the application. This 
dataset represents the recognition of 
excellence and investment in future research 
into the learning and teaching field of higher 
education, and determines the range and depth 
of same. These statements were publicly 
available on the website and the statements 
were collated into individual documents by 
funding and year in preparation for coding. 
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Q1.4 
Australian Learning and 
Teaching Council (ALTC) 
outcomes by higher 
education providers – 
descriptive statistical 
analysis 
As identified earlier, the ALTC was a national 
initiative and the successful outcomes from 
applications were publicly available. This 
dataset represents the successful participation 
by higher education providers through the 
different programs and over the period 2005 to 
2008. 
Q1.5 
Australian Universities 
Quality Agency (AUQA) 
Cycle One audit report 
statements – content 
analysis 
The third and final national initiative that 
emerged from the 2003 government reform 
package in Australia was AUQA. This dataset 
presents an external auditors’ advice to all 
higher education providers through audit 
statements of Cycle One, publicly available on 
the AUQA website for the period 2002 to 2007. 
Within these audit reports there was a series of 
statements of commendation, where an 
institution is commended on their practice; 
affirmation, where institutional practice is 
affirmed; or recommendation, where 
institutional practice is recommended. These 
statements were collated into individual 
documents by higher education providers in 
preparation for coding. 
 
 Table 5  
Datasets and rationale for Research Question 2 
Dataset 
Number Dataset Rationale 
Q2.1 
Australian Learning and 
Teaching Council 
(ALTC) collaboration 
outcomes – descriptive 
statistical analysis 
Within the grant submission application 
process, all higher education providers were 
encouraged to collaborate with other national 
and international institutions along with 
industry partners. This dataset presents the 
success of the Cycle One outcomes; identifies 
the range and diversity of these 
collaborations; and offers an opportunity to 
graphically represent networking relationships 
during the period 2005 to 2008. 
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Q2.2 
Advertised 
employment 
opportunities – 
descriptive statistical 
analysis 
As identified within a previous study as a sound 
source of advertisements for higher education 
(Bradmore & Bedggood, 2001) and mentioned 
in Chapter 4, The Australian newspaper was a 
preferred national media outlet to advertise 
academic positions for employment in the 
higher education sector in Australia. This 
dataset presents investment in academics; offers 
a comparison point with the government-
reported information; and offers an opportunity 
to identify change in focus within employment 
practices with respect to management, 
academic, research-only and teaching-only 
positions. With regard to employment statistics, 
a database was established to record the 
domestic opportunities advertised within The 
Australian, for academics over a three-year 
period from 2006 to 2008. This period of time 
is aligned to Cycle One of the two national 
initiatives, LTPF and ALTC, and inclusive of 
the last two years of the AUQA cycle. All 
internationally advertised opportunities based in 
Australia or overseas were excluded from this 
dataset, as were all duplications where an 
advertisement was published a second time. 
Q2.3 
Advertised targeted 
scholarship of 
discovery 
opportunities – 
descriptive statistical 
analysis 
All positions for research higher degree 
students (scholarship positions) published in 
The Australian over the three-year period 2006 
to 2008 were collected where a designated topic 
was clearly identified. This dataset presents 
investment in research capacity building across 
different disciplines and offers an opportunity 
to compare the field of education with other 
fields to identify changes in practice over the 
period. All research opportunities were 
included, whether advertised by higher 
education providers or by other research 
organisations such as the Commonwealth 
Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation. 
Where scholarships were generic in nature, with 
no set topic identified, there was no public 
avenue to identify the discipline group or broad 
field of study and these advertisements were 
excluded due to the limited nature of the 
available information. Therefore the research 
higher degrees database reflects the targeted 
opportunities for academics and the more 
general scholarships were not included in this 
study. 
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Q2.4 
Government 
reporting on higher 
education: staff 
and students – 
descriptive 
statistical analysis 
All higher education providers are required to 
report to the government on a range of 
information, including students’ outcomes and 
demographics of academics (Department of 
Education, Science and Training, 2006a). This 
dataset represents self-reporting by institutions 
and offers the contextual environment for this 
thesis inclusive of Cycle One of all three 
national initiatives, 2002 to 2008, and offers a 
point of comparison for the employment 
database. 
 
Table 6  
Datasets and rationale for Research Question 3 
Q3.1 
Higher education 
provider websites 
– content analysis 
All higher education providers that were 
interested in entering the LTPF Cycle One 
funding round were required to meet a set of 
criteria to be considered eligible to participate. 
In direct response to Research Question 3, the 
impact on the higher education sector, a 
number of LTPF criteria were collected in the 
last year of Cycle One, 2008. The last year of 
the cycle was selected to allow for institutions 
to have time to meet the participation criteria. 
The specific elements of Table A, Higher 
education providers websites, were: website 
front page: an image capture for evidence of 
links to learning and teaching and comparison 
of terminology used across the higher 
education sector; learning and teaching plans: 
download the plans and compare elements; 
promotion policies: locate policies and 
download for analysis of the inclusion of 
teaching; and professional development: locate 
access to a Graduate Certificate in Higher 
Education and other professional development 
for ongoing and sessional staff. 
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Q3.2 
Advertised 
employment 
selection criteria – 
content analysis 
Employment advertisements in the higher 
education sector were located within The 
Higher Education Supplement and CareerOne 
within their standard format. On occasion, 
advertisements for management positions, such 
as Pro Vice-Chancellor, were found in the first 
section of the newspaper. However, these were 
a repeat advertisement with a copy published 
within the usual section of the newspaper. 
Where this occurred, only one record was 
entered into the database for the position. 
Selection criteria relating to advertised 
academic positions were identified in The 
Australian for the period September to 
November 2007 and 2008. These data were 
publicly available and downloaded from the 
providers’ websites. As well as the attributes 
described above, the following attributes were 
entered in the database: essential criteria for the 
position; and desirable criteria for the position, 
where applicable. 
Q3.3 
Journal articles 
from Web of 
Knowledge – 
bibliometric 
analysis 
Academic staff in Australian universities are 
encouraged to participate in scholarship of 
teaching through scholarly reading of research 
or through scholarly publications. Published 
journal articles are a scholarly communication 
and, given the focus on learning and teaching 
through the LTPF, ALTC and AUQA, and 
investment by ALTC in grants and fellowships, 
it is reasonable to anticipate some observable 
impact in this area. Therefore, this dataset 
presents an opportunity to investigate the 
published output of Australian authors and 
topics during the period 2002 to 2008. 
Bibliometric analysis was the technique 
adopted where articles will be assessed against 
the Learning and Teaching Bibliometric 
Matrix. The parameters applied to select 
journal articles for analysis were: select a 
database to access journal articles; limit the 
time period, 2002 to 2008; limit to include 
Australian authors or participants; and limit to 
include education studies. 
 
All websites used within this thesis were revisited in January 2014 and, where they 
were found to be unavailable, an asterisk was placed at the reference for each 
website’s url (See References). 
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4.1.5 Program evaluation outcomes and communication of 
findings 
The third stage of illuminative evaluation research design involves the preparation of 
an evaluation report. As this study sits within the perspective of evaluation research 
and the theoretical framework of program evaluation, it is first and foremost a 
research report that identifies the critical findings related to the research questions 
against a theoretical underpinning. Illuminative evaluation then offers the advantage 
of examining both the intended and unintended outcomes of the implementation of 
an intervention. However, when conducting a traditional evaluation there should also 
be an evaluation report designed to provide practical feedback to the decision 
makers. In the case of the current study, a number of practical suggestions are 
included in Chapter 7 and these will form the basis of an evaluation report to be 
prepared after this thesis is submitted for examination. Post-examination, further 
publishing opportunities are available, such as a monograph and journal articles. 
 
The fourth stage of illuminative evaluation research design involves preparation of a 
set of recommendations to the Australian government to inform future development 
and deployment of government reviews in higher education as an intervention. The 
communication of findings forms the final chapter in this thesis and all publications 
emerging from this study will contribute to scholarship in the field of higher 
education. As a way to communicate and document copyright for this thesis, the 
author has included the full list of conference papers and journal articles arising from 
this research to date within Appendix D. 
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4.2 Methods 
As argued in Chapter 1, this thesis sits within the perspective of program evaluation, 
and applies illuminative evaluation as a methodology whereby qualitative data are 
analysed in context to evaluate an intervention (Patton, 1975, 2002). This thesis is 
located within the broad field of social research and combines a comparative set of 
methods systematically to produce further knowledge on higher education issues and 
developments in society (Neuman, 2000; Wysocki, 2004).  
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
 4.2.1 Content analysis approach 
 4.2.2 Descriptive statistical analysis approach 
 4.2.3 Bibliometric analysis approach 
4.2.1 Content analysis approach 
The type of approach described here is content analysis, which is defined as the study 
of different aspects of information found within a document, film or other 
communication (Copes, Brown & Tewksbury, 2011; Gall, et al., 2005; Kolbee & 
Burnett, 1991). Content analysis was selected for its inclusivity to examine a large 
volume of qualitative material and attempts to identify core consistencies and 
meanings (Patton, 1980, 2002). This study focuses on a range of qualitative data and 
is applied to the following datasets nested within the research questions. 
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Q1.1 LTPF participation criteria 
Q1.3 ALTC (2008a) Cycle One teaching excellence awards, grants and  
fellowship statements 
Q1.5 AUQA Cycle One audit statements 
Q 3.1 Higher education provider websites 
Q 3.2 Advertised employment selection criteria. 
 
This thesis applies content analysis through coded content mapped against a Schema 
of Higher Education, to determine the extent of the impact of the 2003 government 
reform package on learning and teaching in the higher education sector in Australia 
within the shifting landscape. Content analysis is applied to documents, mapped 
against the coding analysis framework. The use of content analysis provides an 
empirical starting point to generate new research evidence about the nature of how 
the focus placed on learning and teaching is implemented (Kassarjian, 1977).  
 
It is imperative to be objective when applying content analysis, and this often 
involves establishing steps and procedures developed by a team of researchers 
(Copes, et al., 2011; Gall, et al., 2005; Kolbe & Burnett, 1991). As this study was 
conducted by a single researcher, a number of steps were employed to reduce 
researcher bias of the sampling at all levels. The steps for this section of the study are 
detailed below. 
 
Step 1: Define terms used within the thesis (for example, research and research 
supervision). 
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Step 2: Code all data available from the time period without judgement for 
exclusion. 
Step 3: Where possible, develop descriptive statistical datasets to strengthen the 
qualitative analysis. 
Step 4: Map all primary sources against the coding analysis framework and 
develop hierarchical categories within the framework to support the 
volume of data. 
Step 5: Where a category is not obvious, utilise a miscellaneous category as a 
holding bay for coding at a later time. Continue to return and recode 
content within this category until all content sits within an appropriate 
category. It was at this point that the original Biggs’ model was extended 
to allow categorisation for all AUQA statements. 
Step 6: Utilise the coding properties of NVivo software to code data in a 
repetitive cascading style; that is, code all data once at the top level and 
then repeat this coding in the subsequent hierarchy of categories (i.e. data 
coded under assessment would be coded three times under categories 
teaching, curriculum, assessment). 
Step 7: Use both formal and informal mechanisms, such as supervisors, research 
centres, presentations, networking and colleagues, to promulgate decision 
making within the content analysis methodology, and invite and utilise 
feedback (Copes, et al., 2011; Gall, et al., 2005; Kolbe & Burnett, 1991). 
 
One example of working through a coding decision was whether to include all 
AUQA audit statements in Cycle One or to only include those statements relevant to 
learning and teaching. The current researcher decided that for the purposes of 
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inclusivity and coding of full datasets rather than a partial dataset, the Schema of 
Higher Education was extended to include research and institution, and all AUQA 
audit statements were coded within this study.  
 
A second example of consideration was whether to place coded items for research 
supervision under research or learning and teaching, as this appeared to create some 
confusion. The current researcher, in line with current practice at Queensland 
University of Technology, decided that, as research supervision involved an 
academic staff member together with an enrolled student, this was a teaching 
activity. Therefore, all statements that involved research higher degree courses, 
students and their development would be allocated to learning and teaching, with all 
other research statements located under research.  
 
Coding analysis framework: The coding framework is illustrated in Figure 8. 
Within the first level of coding, all criteria and statements from the datasets were 
coded against the Schema of Higher Education framework to the level of learning 
and teaching, research and institution. As learning and teaching is the focus of this 
thesis, all statements within this section were coded a second time against Biggs’ 
model (1993, 1996, 2003) to determine whether attention was paid equally across 
learning outcomes, learning-focused activities, student factors and teaching context. 
The Schema was extended to include research and industry based on Moore’s (1995) 
strategic triangle within the frame of modern approaches to public management 
(Kelly, Muers, & Mulgan, 2002).  
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Biggs’ 3P Model of Teaching and Learning offered specific categories that were 
extensive in terms of learning and teaching, and offered tight parameters for coding 
decision making. This model presents a three-step process of presage, process and 
product and is built on a substantial set of literature (Biggs, 1995, 1996, 1999, 2001, 
2003; Biggs & Tang, 2007; Entwistle & McCune, 2004; Issacs, 2001; Jones, C., 
2002). After Biggs’ 3P Model (1996, 1999, 2003) the section on learning and 
teaching contained four sub-categories and these are listed below. 
 
Therefore, Biggs’ 3P Model (1996, 1999, 2003) encapsulates learning and teaching 
in higher education in a way that offered a conceptual model to investigate the range 
of documentation arising from the intervention through content analysis. The 
extension to encompass the institutional environment was required to ensure that all 
statements from the AUQA audit reports were coded to provide a complete picture of 
AUQA activities. 
 
While the focus of the analysis is on learning and teaching and this is well supported 
through the four elements (student factors, teaching context, learning focus and 
learning outcomes), the researcher made a decision to code full datasets to reduce 
research bias in sample (see earlier in this chapter). Therefore, it was necessary to 
extend the coding framework to include the two sections, research and organisation, 
which were derived from the coding process. 
 
The section on research and organisation contained the following sub-categories 
derived from the content. Research includes centres of excellence, research outcomes 
and professional development. Organisation includes culture and community, 
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faculties and divisions, management, policy, outcomes or performance, and 
workforce and professional development. See Appendix E for an example of coding 
against each of the elements within the Schema. 
 
 
Figure 8: Schema of Higher Education 
 
As discussed in Chapter 5, this broader Schema of Higher Education allows this 
investigation to demonstrate the different range of outcomes derived from coding the 
full datasets of the three national initiatives. 
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4.2.2 Descriptive statistical analysis approach 
The type of approach described here is descriptive statistical analysis (Babbie, 2002; 
Creswell & Clark, 2011), which is defined as the collection, examination and 
interpretation of numeric data to elicit trends, patterns or themes from within the 
data. This section of the study focuses on numeric data and is applied to the datasets 
listed below. 
 
Q1.2 LTPF Cycle One funding outcomes by higher education provider 
Q1.4 ALTC (2008a) Cycle One teaching excellence awards, grants and  
fellowship outcomes 
Q2.1 ALTC (2008a) collaboration outcomes 
Q2.2 Advertised employment opportunities 
Q2.3 Advertised targeted scholarship of discovery opportunities 
Q2.4 Government reporting on higher education, staff and students. 
 
This method provides an opportunity to portray the contextual environment of the 
higher education sector through the government statistics (Department of Education, 
Employment and Workplace Relations, 2008); count the instances and funding 
outcomes of the LTPF and ALTC national strategies; and understand recruitment 
practice through the employment statistics, determine the disciplinary differences 
offered through targeted scholarship of discovery opportunities, and elicit any 
observable change over time. These are described below in more detail. 
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Within Australian universities four main alliances have emerged where a number of 
public (Table A) universities have joined a group for the purposes of research. In 
alphabetic order, these are: 
 
• the five universities within the Australian Technology Network of 
Universities (ATN) (2012) 
• eight within Group of Eight Australia (Go8) (2012) 
• seven within Innovative Research Universities (IRU) (2012) 
• six within Regional Universities Network (Australian-Universities.com, 
2012) 
• the remaining twelve universities, grouped under the title Independent.  
 
These formations arise from a research interest rather than learning and teaching, and 
so it is interesting to test if these groupings are associated in any way with the 
outcomes of the three national initiatives within the 2003 government reform 
package into higher education. For the list of universities against each grouping see 
Appendix F.  
4.2.3 Bibliometric analysis approach 
The type of analysis described here is bibliometrics (Budd, 1988, 1990, 1992; Yeoh 
& Kaur, 2007), which is a method used to analyse the literature in a systematic, 
rigorous and structured manner. Thereby it is an appropriate methodology to analyse 
the literature for observable change. The selection of bibliometric analysis as 
structured methodology to review journal articles is supported by other recent 
educational studies:  
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(i) De Bakker, Groenewegen and Den Hond (2005), who analysed thirty years of 
research and theory on social responsibility and performance in the corporate 
world 
(ii) Phelan, Anderson & Bourke (2000), who analysed research into schools and 
vocational education and training  
(iii) Velliaris, et al. (2012), who applied this methodology to journal articles and 
conference papers on tertiary learning and teaching scholarship and research. 
 
This study will focus on documents and will be applied to the following dataset: 
 
Q3.3 Journal articles from Web of Knowledge. 
 
However, in some fields of research, such as humanities and social sciences, text 
books, government-oriented research or agency-funded research, may go under the 
radar and therefore not be identified by this style of examination of the literature 
(Matthews, et al., 2006). This method uncovers patterns or trends in a systematic and 
structured manner that offers rigour in this space. For example, as the purpose of the 
2003 government reform package was to place a focus on learning and teaching in 
higher education, it stands to reason that there should be some impact on the 
literature in this field of research as the levels of activity increase.  
 
The application of bibliometrics to analyse articles is systematic, building a picture 
from the characteristics of the literature, for example, author, topic, keywords and 
qualitative measures. In turn, this offers a way to elicit themes within the categories. 
By systematic analysis there was occasion to identify gaps within the body of work, 
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limitations in methodology or areas in need of further research. Extension and 
adaptation of the bibliometrics methodology, beyond citation or content analysis, to 
investigate the merit of methodology, participants and instruments as a determinant 
for research worth, allowed the researcher to build a clear and descriptive setting for 
the investigation.  
 
Research in higher education has its quantitative and qualitative methodologies and, 
like all fields of research, is dependent on formal communication processes (Budd, 
1988, 1990, 1992). The study of the communication process in scholarly disciplines 
is important, as the articles and associated citation information becomes its own form 
of data. It is possible to examine research in the learning and teaching field of higher 
education through its literature, to categorise the journal articles by purpose and 
topic, and then visually represent or present the literature analysis. Through this 
methodology, the outcomes may elicit a gap in the landscape of learning and 
teaching in the field of higher education or may in fact show increased frequency of 
activity and, therefore, observable positive change.  
 
Bibliometrics often takes one of two forms of approach. First, Lotka’s Law 
concentrates on the productivity of the author. An example of the application of 
Lotka’s Law is found in a report by Phelan et al. (2000), where Australian-authored 
articles were examined, for a time period (1981–1997), published within a set of one 
hundred and sixty-nine journals, for the purpose of defining impact and publications 
quantum. Second, Bradford’s Law focuses on scatter and the distribution and use of 
items (Budd, 1988, 1990, 1992). An example of the application of Bradford’s Law is 
found in an article by Yeoh and Kaur (2007). This study identified a specific journal 
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(Journal of Research in Higher Education) and a time period (2000 to 2005) for the 
purpose of investigating a specific topic through “publication distribution, authorship 
patterns, and research collaborations among scholars” (Yeoh & Kaur, 2007, p. 157).  
 
For the purposes of this study, Bradford’s Law was selected to investigate a specific 
topic, rather than simply to examine the patterns and collaborations among scholars. 
This study investigates the patterns in research purpose and topics to aid the meaning 
and value or utility of such studies. 
 
An initial step in bibliometric analysis is to select the database on which to identify 
the dataset for this method of analysis. This was achieved through exploration of a 
number of websites. These were Education Network Australia, an online resource for 
Australian educators (Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations, 2010b), a website devoted to bibliometrics at the Australian National 
University (Centre for Policy Innovation, 2010), a journal article (Matthews, et al., 
2006), and a government report (Phelan, et al., 2000) and, last, the Institute for 
Scientific Information’s (ISI) Web of Knowledge (Thomson Reuters, 2010). The 
HEDBIB: International Bibliographic Database for Higher Education (International 
Association of Universities, 2010) was considered. However, as its main focus is 
systems, administration, planning, policy and evaluation, there were very low results 
for the identified keywords in the field of research generally. 
 
The different resources offered support services and examples of bibliometric 
analysis applied to the higher education sector to assist in identifying an appropriate 
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data source. As a result of this investigation, the ISI Web of Knowledge was selected 
as an appropriate database for bibliometric analysis approach within this study. 
 
This next section portrays learning and teaching research through three clear steps to 
assist researchers to analyse the literature in a structured manner. These steps are: 
(i) identify the type of research; (ii) determine the purpose of the research; and 
(iii) locate the topic areas of interest for further investigation. 
 
The Australian Bureau of Statistics (Skinner, 1998) developed the Australian 
Standard Research Classification for statistical purposes to analyse the type of 
research and development within Australia. As depicted below, four types of activity 
are recognised: pure basic research; strategic basic research; applied research; and 
experimental development. 
 
Pure basic research is experimental and theoretical work undertaken to acquire new 
knowledge without looking for long-term benefits other than the 
advancement of knowledge. 
Strategic basic research is experimental and theoretical work undertaken to acquire 
new knowledge directed into specified broad areas in the expectation of 
useful discoveries. It provides the broad base of knowledge necessary for 
the solution of recognised practical problems. 
Applied research is original work undertaken primarily to acquire new knowledge 
with a specific application in view. It is undertaken either to determine 
possible users for the findings of basic research or to determine new 
ways of achieving some specific and predetermined objectives. 
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Experimental development is systematic work, using existing knowledge gained 
from research or practical experience that is directed to producing new 
materials, products or devices, to installing new processes, systems and 
services, or to improving substantially those already produced or 
installed.  
 
A research study by Beswick (1987) provided an insight into the development of 
Australian higher education research over the previous twenty years. Beswick 
described an emerging field of research in higher education, a field where usually 
two disciplines were coupled together to investigate specific issues and where 
academic units were often involved in more practical and immediate problem 
solving, rather than academic centres of research. 
 
An organisation committed to enhancing learning and teaching quality should 
nevertheless acknowledge that some, but by no means all, of its project work should 
include serious research into aspects of learning and teaching, and that research 
should be no less rigorous and hard-edged than any other type of research (Dow, 
2008). It is more likely that, by the very nature of the field of research, educational 
researchers would engage in applied research as the objectives were clearly defined 
and predetermined. For example, the goals of tertiary education are defined by the 
Australian Qualifications Framework with aspiration goals of successful completion 
of award courses by enrolled students (Australian Qualifications Framework 
Advisory Board, 2007; Australian Qualifications Framework Council, 2009, 2011).  
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Once the type of learning and teaching research was identified, the next step was to 
identify the different purposes to undertake this research. The researcher initially 
found it difficult to step into the higher education literature and quickly determine the 
significance or value of different literary sources. For example, numerous opinion or 
conceptual papers and a varied range of methodological approaches and instruments 
were used within studies. Also from the literature, there were two main ways to 
classify educational research through the specific purpose of the research (Gall, et al., 
2005) and through the main areas of topic interest (Doyle, 1987). 
 
Gall et al. describe the purpose of educational research as being grouped under four 
different genres: descriptive, explanation, intervention and predictive. 
 
Descriptive: The purpose of descriptive research is to make careful, highly detailed 
observations on educational phenomena. 
Explanation: The purpose of some research is to explain individual or group 
behaviour. Explanation involves the statement and cause-and-affect 
relationships.  
Intervention: Some research seeks to determine whether a phenomenon can be 
controlled or improved by a particular intervention. Research of this type 
involves the experimental method. 
Predictive: The purpose of predictive research is to determine whether data 
collected at one point in time can predict behaviour or events that occur 
at a later point in time. 
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Further, with a clear type and purpose, the third step was to identify different topic 
interest areas. One way to interpret the literature was through the work of Doyle 
(1987), who classified research in teaching and teacher education through three main 
areas of topic interest: research on teacher characteristics; methods research; and 
teacher behaviour research.  
 
Teacher characteristics focus on personal qualities such as intelligence, experience, 
attitudes, expectations, knowledge and beliefs. Studies often focus on 
collecting evidence through self-assessment by teachers. 
 Methods research in teaching was well known to curriculum developers, teacher 
educators and teachers, and was another way to answer questions of 
effectiveness. Studies may use a comparative approach, where two or 
more teaching methods are compared, such as lecture versus discussion.  
Teacher behaviour research is synonymous with research on teaching effectiveness 
and the emphasis is on establishing prescriptions for teachers by relating 
behaviour measures to some criterion of effectiveness. Studies often 
focus on observation of teacher and student interaction that leads towards 
an improvement in practice. 
 
Table 7 demonstrates the relationship between the topics of research papers (Doyle, 
1987) as applied to the purpose of educational research (Gall, et al., 2005) within the 
Learning and Teaching Bibliometric Matrix. Initial review of journal articles on 
learning and teaching in higher education revealed that a large number were 
descriptive and focused on teacher characteristics. For ongoing development of the 
learning and teaching field of higher education, the scope of research will need to 
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encompass all twelve aspects. So as to understand the extent to which this statement 
was true, all journal articles were analysed against this matrix. 
 
Table 7 
 Learning and Teaching Bibliometric Matrix 
 
 
These four broad groups within purpose and the three areas of topic interests within 
educational research are of particular interest to this thesis and form one element of 
the methodology. For this study, bibliometric analysis offers a structured way to 
classify research studies and their associated literature. Therefore, the purposes of 
education research and the classification of the higher education research are set into 
a Bibliometric Analysis Matrix, discussed in Chapter 6. 
 
There is a limit to the extent in which the results arising from the application of this 
Learning and Teaching Bibliometric Matrix may be viewed. The aim in the current 
study is to determine whether the intervention under examination had impact on the 
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scholarship of teaching. The extent to which the published works represent quality or 
depth of knowledge will require further study in the future.  
Citation and paper decision making processes: As shown in Table 8, several key 
terms were required to query the ISI Web of Knowledge database: 2002 to 2008; 
Australia; higher education; education; and educational research. The year, address, 
topic and subject area were derived from the scope and context of the research 
project.  
 
There were millions of references within the ISI Web of Knowledge and there were 
several filters applied to refine the citations for review. The initial 100,000 citations 
were refined by the application of key search terms in the database search interface; 
ultimately 458 citations and abstracts were identified in September 2010 and 
exported into an Endnote library file. See Appendix G for an example of the Citation 
Database. 
 
Table 8:  
Key search terms and electronic database 
 
Source: Web of Knowledge, 2002 to 2008 
Citation 
results
Database ISI Web of Knowledge includes:
Web of Science
Current Contents Connect
Biological Abstracts
Medline
Journal Citation Reports
Year 2002-2008 This reflects the period of the doctoral study 
Address Australia This reflects the locale of the doctoral study 100,000
Topic higher education This reflects the topic of the doctoral study 1,149
Subject area Education & Educational Research This reflects the field of the doctoral study 458
Key search terms
 A shifting landscape: documenting the pedagogic field of higher education in Australia
Identified from the literature on bibliometric 
analysis
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As shown in Figure 9, citations were identified from the database and several passes 
were required across the citations to determine the individual merit of each citation 
for inclusion in this study. 
 
 
Source: Web of Knowledge, 2002 to 2008 
Figure 9: Flowchart of citations and papers decision making 
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Decision making went beyond simply reading the title and abstract, as not all 
relevant information was contained in those sections; 21% of the articles required a 
full read to extract the pertinent information. For example, a simple identification of 
duplicates excluded one citation; however, other exclusions were required when the 
researcher read the titles, abstract and the papers. In some instances identification of 
Australia in the author’s address did not automatically mean that the citation was 
based on an Australian issue or had Australian participants as part of the study. The 
process required several levels of appraisal by the researcher to clearly identify the 
citations and papers for inclusion or exclusion. At the end of this process, 120 
citations were retained for further analysis based on teaching or teacher education 
issues in higher education, involved Australian participants (universities, disciplines, 
academics or students) and were published during the period 2002 to 2008.  
 
To summarise, 338 journals were excluded on several bases: duplication 1 (0%), 
international 24 (7%), discipline study 274 (81%), management 5 (2%), school 
curriculum 14 (4%), conference proceedings where no paper was available 14 (4%), 
and book reviews where the information was limited 6 (2%). 
 
Analysis of citations and papers: The next stage in the process involved developing 
a database to store the citations and then recording the following attributes against 
each citation within the author’s database: 
 
• ISI Web of Knowledge: citations, year and times cited at the point of 
collection 
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• study locale, participants, methodology and instruments: identified within the 
papers 
• research paradigm: classified by author 
• research purpose: classified by author. 
 
As a result of this initial step, 120 journal articles were identified from a structured 
search of the ISI Web of Knowledge during the period 2002 to 2008. These were 
analysed and entered into the author’s database in preparation for bibliometric 
analysis. 
4.3 Ethical Issues 
The nature of an evaluation is to provide a balanced, yet critical, analysis of the 
information, and portray both the positive and negative aspects of the findings, 
leading to recommendations for future decision makers. The researcher is 
independent of the intervention, the 2002 government review and 2003 government 
reform process; therefore, this reduced any potential bias or conflict of interest. In 
addition, while the researcher is an insider, any bias is further offset by coding 
complete datasets rather than partial datasets. Furthermore, all datasets used within 
this study were publicly available and the study was conducted under the National 
Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (2007). 
4.4 Conclusion 
As detailed in Chapter 1, the 2003 government reform package (Department of 
Education, Science and Training, 2002b) signalled an opportunity to reflect on the 
priorities for the sector and was worthy of an illuminative evaluation of its 
implementation, outcomes and impact. This chapter offers a detailed outline of the 
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research design, including the research questions, context, datasets created and 
analysis methods adopted. This thesis adopted program evaluation as the theoretical 
framework and illuminative evaluation as the methodology to analyse the 
government review itself and the implementation of the three national initiatives.  
 
The next chapter offers a detailed analysis of the government reform through the 
implementation of its national initiatives, in order to answer the research questions: 
Question 1 To what extent did the 2003 government reform package focus 
specifically on learning and teaching in higher education? Question 2 What changes 
in learning and teaching may be identified in the period 2002 to 2008?  
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Chapter 5 Results: Implementation of national 
initiatives 
As outlined in Chapter 1, a government review of higher education is followed by a 
reform package that contains the government’s response to the review 
recommendations, together with an implementation plan on how change will be 
enacted. Specifically under examination in this chapter are answers to Research 
Question 1: To what extent did the 2003 government reform package focus 
specifically on learning and teaching in higher education? And Research Question 2: 
What changes in learning and teaching may be identified in the period 2002 to 2008? 
This chapter focuses on analysing the extent to which the 2003 government reform 
package focused on learning and teaching, and its implementation through the three 
national initiatives (i.e. Research Questions 1 and 2). 
 
This chapter is structured to include the following sections. 
 
5.1 National performance indicators linking government reforms 
5.2 The Australian higher education sector environment 
5.3 Target foci for national initiatives 
5.4 Learning and Teaching Performance Fund (LTPF) 
5.5 Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC) 
5.6 Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA) 
5.7 Comparison between LTPF, ALTC, and AUQA 
5.8 Illumination of LTPF, ALTC and AUQA’s intended and unintended  
  outcomes 
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5.9 Australian profile of quality in higher education in 2008 
5.10 Conclusion 
 
The datasets within this chapter are focused on the implementation of the 2003 
government reform package and the datasets are sourced from the Australian 
government website and the websites of the three national initiatives under 
examination. 
5.1 National performance indicators linking 
government reforms 
As noted previously in the thesis, the 2002 Australian government review of higher 
education and resultant 2003 government reform package do not stand in isolation 
from previous and ensuing government reviews of higher education. The following 
section explores the thematic links between the 1988 government review, through the 
period of the 2002 government review and 2003 government reform package and on 
to the ensuing 2008 government review of higher education (Bradley, 2008). 
 
In Australia, performance indicators in higher education were virtually unheard of 
prior to 1988 (Cave, Hanney, Henkel, & Kogan, 1997) and rose to prominence as an 
outcome of the 1988 review, when the government commissioned a project titled 
Performance Indicators in Higher Education (Linke, 1991) to investigate this issue. 
This project was a direct outcome of the 1988 government review, which presented 
an overview of international perspectives on performance indicators and proposed a 
range of possible datasets for use in Australia. The interest in performance indicators 
arose from a growing need to account for public expenditure through increased 
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government reporting. As detailed in Chapter 2, this legacy of national learning and 
teaching performance indicators, linking one government review to another, 
precisely reflects similar attention given to performance indicators internationally.  
As described later in this chapter, national performance indicators were applied 
through the performance-based funding model within the LTPF. The next section is 
dedicated to the first cycle of the three national initiatives, LTPF, ALTC and AUQA. 
5.2 The Australian higher education sector 
environment 
As mentioned in Chapter 2, within the environment of the higher education sector in 
Australia there are five major stakeholders: the government, higher education 
providers, the academy, students and the Australian public. This government 
statistical dataset is provided to establish the context for this study, the environment 
on which the government implemented the 2003 government reform package and for 
comparison with the employment database created for this thesis to detail 
institutional activity detailed in Chapter 6. Due to the scope of this study, this section 
provides a descriptive statistical profile of three of the five stakeholders: the higher 
education providers, the academy and the students. 
 
This section is structured through the following sub-elements. 
 
 5.2.1 Higher education providers 
 5.2.2 The academy 
 5.2.3 The students 
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5.2.1 Higher education providers 
The Australian higher education sector is governed by a parliamentary Act, the 
Higher Education Support Act 2003 (Office of Legislative Drafting and Publishing, 
2004). By 2008, thirty-eight public and seventy-three private higher education 
providers were registered under the Act. These were classified as thirty-eight public 
providers registered under Table A, with private providers in Table B (three) and 
Table C (one), and the remainder under the label Other (thirty-nine). The full list of 
the higher education providers is included in Appendices H and I.  
 
As reported within the Higher Education Statistics Collection by the government on 
higher education providers (Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations, 2011k), Table 9 illustrates that over the period 2002 to 2008, the number 
of public universities remained relatively stable (–3%) while private providers 
increased by over 700%. During this period there were several changes to reporting 
by higher education providers and these changes are reflected in the data sources 
within this thesis. The main change reported is the inclusion of data for the 
Australian Defence Force Academy with the University of New South Wales 
(Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, 2008).  
 
The number of public higher education providers has remained stable over the period 
2002 to 2008, while private providers increased. Therefore, this change had little or 
no impact on the main institutions. 
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5.2.2 The academy 
As discussed in Chapter 4, the academy is vital to the learning and teaching quality 
of the student experience in higher education. Changes in the role of the academic, 
further casualisation of the workforce and competing time pressures directly impact 
on learning and teaching quality of the student experience. Therefore, the human 
resources involved in higher education is a critical resource and the government 
statistical reporting on academics is a major dataset to understand change and 
variation over time (Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations, 2011k). 
 
Academic staff by function: Table 9 portrays that, over the period 2002 to 2008, the 
number of full-time-equivalent staff employed by higher education providers 
increased from 32,863 in 2003 to 39,548 in 2008, an increase of 20%. The number of 
full-time-equivalent staff employed for a specific function showed small increases in 
teaching-only (16%) and teaching and research (11%), with the highest increase in 
research-only (44%). 
 
Even with an increase in the number of staff over the period, the spread between 
teaching-only, research-only, and teaching and research was 2% (842), 26% (8,654) 
and 71% (23,457) respectively in 2002. In 2008 the spread was 2% (979), 32% 
(12,455) and 66% (26,114) respectively. Therefore, while teaching-only remained 
stable, there was a 6% increase in research-only and a 5% decrease in teaching and 
research. 
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Academic staff by duties classification: As identified by promotion criteria at 
different levels, the level of duty classification usually indicates the expected balance 
between teaching, research and mangement or leadership. Even though the 
environmental scan in Chapter 4 would suggest that this somewhat traditional view 
has diminished, this dataset offered an opportunity to explore where movement or 
shifts occur and if this would impact the number of staff engaged in the delivery of 
teaching. 
Table 9:  
Higher education providers by type 
 
Higher Education Providers 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
% change 
over period
Public Universities 39 39 39 39 39 39 38 -3%
Private Providers 9 9 8 34 48 66 73 711%
Total 48 48 47 73 87 105 111 131%
Full-time equivalent staff by function 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
% change 
over period
Teaching Only 842           860           922          755          851          1,012          979             16%
Research Only 8,654        9,306        9,866       10,358    11,140    11,924        12,455        44%
Teaching and Research 23,457      23,685      24,336    25,204    25,204    25,586        26,114        11%
Total 32,953      33,851      35,124    36,317    37,195    38,522        39,548        20%
FTE Full-time, Fractional Full-time and 
Estimated Casual Staff by Work Contract 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
% change 
over period
Full-time 63,462      66,301      68,358    70,123    71,089    72,755        74,781        18%
Fractional Full-time 9,478        9,254        9,831       10,341    10,692    11,174        11,843        25%
Estimated Casual 13,401      13,815      13,716    14,231    14,298    14,661        14,851        11%
Total 86,341      89,370      91,905    94,695    96,079    98,590        101,475      18%
FTE for Fulltime and Fractional Full-time 
Staff by Current Duties Classification 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
% change 
over period
Above Senior Lecturer 6,970        7,213        7,540       7,936       8,316       9,062          9,343          34%
Senior Lecturer (Level C) 7,939        8,104        8,269       8,502       8,570       8,734          8,883          12%
Lecturer (Level B) 10,489      10,719      11,099    11,469    11,531    11,940        12,233        17%
Below Lecturer (Level A) 5,599        5,868        6,134       6,370       6,734       6,864          7,063          26%
Total 30,997      31,904      33,042    34,277    35,151    36,600        37,522        21%
Student Numbers 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
% change 
over period
Postgraduate 226,612   247,315   257,769  263,504  270,449  278,257      289,258      28%
Undergraduate 640,643   651,629   657,935  665,527  683,588  720,003      743,720      16%
Enabling and Non-award 29,366      31,008      29,273    28,146    30,024    31,586        33,117        13%
Total 896,621   929,952   944,977  957,177  984,061  1,029,846  1,066,095  19%
Source: Higher Education Statistics 2008
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When the details of academics are analysed, the government statistical reporting 
drills down to classification to include Above Senior Lecturer, Senior Lecturer, 
Lecturer and Below Lecturer. Table 9 outlines that during the period 2002 to 2008 
the number of full-time-equivalent staff employed as academics increased by 21% 
from 30,997 in 2002 to 37,522 in 2008. With respect to full-time equivalence by 
academic classification these all increased: Above Senior Lecturer (34%), Senior 
Lecturer (12%), Lecturer (17%) and Below Lecturer (26%). 
 
Full-time, fractional full-time and estimated casual staff: Table 9 illustrates that, 
during the period 2002 to 2008, the total number of full-time-equivalent staff rose 
from 86,341 in 2002 to 101,476 in 2008, an increase of 18%. The number of full-
time-equivalent staff employed by specific classification, full-time, fractional full-
time and estimated casual, reported increases of 18%, 25% and 11% respectively. 
However, the full-time-equivalent percentage by classification in the three categories 
of full-time, fractional full-time and estimated casual over the period 2002 to 2008 
remained stable at 74%, 11% and 15% respectively. 
 
The percentage in each category, full-time, fractional and estimated casual staff, 
remained stable over the period 2002 to 2008. However, as outlined in Chapter 3, it 
is unknown how many staff members constitute the estimated casual figures (Percy, 
et al., 2008).  
 
Also discussed in Chapter 4, academics were identified as being under pressure to 
change their roles: in essence they were time-poor, with very much increased 
administrative duties associated with an increased casualisation of the workforce, and 
the general growth and expectations of the university community as a whole. 
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Therefore proportional change from full-time to fractional or casual appointments 
have a direct impact on academics, and this increases where one full-time-equivalent 
estimated casual position is undertaken by two or more staff members.  
5.2.3 The students 
As reported within the Higher Education Statistics Collection by the government on 
student enrolments (Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations, 2011k), and indicated in Table 9, over the period 2002 to 2008, the 
number of students enrolled at a higher education provider increased overall by 19%, 
from 896,621 in 2002 to 1,066,095 in 2008. Even with an increase in the number of 
students over the period, the spread between postgraduate, undergraduate, and 
enabling and non-award was 25% (226, 612), 71% (640,643) and 3% (29,366) 
respectively in 2002. In 2008, the spread was 27% (289,258), 70% (743,720) and 3% 
(33,117) respectively. Therefore, the spread across postgraduate, undergraduate, and 
enabling and non-award remained stable over the period. 
 
At the end of this period, while the sector experienced an increase in private higher 
education providers, there was little impact on the market share across public and 
private providers. The percentage of students’ equivalent full-time student load 
across postgraduate, undergraduate, and enabling and non-award remained stable 
over the period 2002 to 2008. Despite the increase of private higher education 
providers, this had little impact on the equivalent full-time student load enrolled, 
which remained stable at 94% for public and 6% for private higher education 
providers. 
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With regard to the students per se, the amount of equivalent full-time student load is 
stable over the period while the number of students has increased. This indicates a 
shift towards students enrolling part time rather than full time or in fewer subjects of 
study (for example, six rather than eight units of study, which is equal to full time). 
At the same time the student environment is changing at a point when the 
government’s pursuit of a knowledge economy is accompanied by a goal for 
widening participation without associated funding to support these goals. In addition, 
concerns around increased class sizes placed at risk the opportunities in which staff 
could engage in one-to-one contact with individual students (Anderson, et al., 2002). 
For that reason, the student environment diminished during the period under 
investigation. 
 
Overall, this section makes a case that the three main stakeholders under examination 
in the higher education environment – the higher education providers, the academy 
and the students – while in their profiles, in isolation, appear to illustrate a stable 
environment, there is no doubt the sector more broadly experienced change at a 
macro level. There is stability in the number of public providers and an increase in 
the number of private providers, and yet stability in the share of enrolments across 
private and public providers. There is stability in the equivalent full-time student load 
of students with an increase in students. An increase in the full-time-equivalent 
academic staff was compromised by a movement to more fractional appointments, 
with the greatest increase in the area of research. Finally, there is a cautionary note 
from the literature that casualisation of the workforce diminishes the student 
environment in terms of access to staff, and access to staff who possess appropriate 
qualifications to support learning. 
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Therefore, in terms of Research Question 1: To what extent did the 2003 government 
reform package focus specifically on learning and teaching in higher education? the 
implementation of the three national initiatives focused on learning and teaching 
were operating in an environment where the sector experienced an increase in 
student numbers without a pro rata increase in full-time-equivalent academic staff. 
Add into this mix the widening access, with growing diversity of students, and these 
changes bear directly on critical parameters for learning and teaching quality agenda 
in higher education in Australia, which may impact on the adoption or success of the 
three national initiatives. 
 
The target focus of the three national initiatives, LTPF, ALTC and AUQA, are now 
discussed in detail. 
5.3 Target foci for national initiatives 
As described in Chapter 2, the higher education sector in Australia is made up of 
public and private universities that are single, dual or multi-sector, or are Registered 
Training Organisations offering tertiary awards. Within the implementation of the 
2003 government reform package, the foci for the three national initiatives, LTPF, 
ALTC and AUQA, were different (Table 10). The public universities listed within 
Table A of the Higher Education Support Act (Office of Legislative Drafting and 
Publishing, 2004) were the main foci for all three national initiatives. As mentioned 
in Chapter 4, Cycle One represents the initial funding term for each initiative (LTPF 
2006 to 2008; ALTC 2005 to 2008; and AUQA 2002 to 2007). 
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Table 10: 
 Cycle One focus for the national initiatives  
 
Source: Higher Education Act, 2003, and LTPF 2006 to 2008, ALTC 2005 to 2008 and  
AUQA 2002 to 2007 websites 
 
The target foci for all three national strategies were the public universities listed 
under Table A Higher Education Providers in the Higher Education Support Act (see 
Appendix H for full list). AUQA extended their Cycle One foci to include Table B 
providers and its foci were eventually intended to include all higher education 
providers. Whereas, ALTC’s went further again to include five Other providers (see 
Appendix I for full lists). The different outcomes for each targeted foci is 
demonstrated in the following sections, which detail the outcomes of each national 
initiative. The significance of the impact on the different targeted foci is discussed in 
Chapter 6. 
 
As this study focuses on the outcomes and impact of the implementation of the 2003 
government reform package and the focus on learning and teaching in higher 
education, outcomes in this area are mapped against the forty-eight higher education 
providers included, to identify any differences brought about by targeting each 
particular focus for participation or funding. 
Providers in Higher Education Support Act
Total number of 
Providers
LTPF 
Cycle One
$247M
ALTC
Cycle One
$42M
AUQA
Cycle One
Audits
Total Providers 
in Target 
Audience
Table A - public Australian universities 38 38 38 38 38
Table B - private Australian universities 3 - 3 3 3
Table C - private international universities 2 - - - 2
Other - Registered Training Organisations who offer 
Higher Education qualifications
68 - 5 1 5
Total 111 38 46 42 48
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5.4 Learning and Teaching Performance Fund (LTPF) 
Although proposed in the 2002 government review and approved in the 2003 
government reform package, the LTPF was not implemented until 2006. In direct 
alignment with the little-known American quality assurance model outlined in 
Chapter 2, the LTPF was based on an outputs–outcomes model of evaluation that 
applies a performance-based funding model to institutional data to determine 
learning and teaching quality. The entire lifespan of the LTPF was only four years, 
with the completion of one three-year cycle and its termination one year into its 
second cycle. As discussed in Chapter 1, such a meteoric lifespan demonstrates 
typical characteristics of a managerial fad (Birnbaum, 2000; Ponzi & Koenig, 2002). 
This present study is focused on Cycle One of the LTPF, 2006 to 2008, and its 
associated requirements and outcomes.  
 
This section is structured to include the following. 
 
5.4.1 Extended Course Experience Questionnaire to support the LTPF 
5.4.2 Benchmarking through the LTPF 
5.4.3 Application conditions for the LTPF 
5.4.4 LTPF performance-based funding model 
5.4.5 LTPF Stage 1 and Stage 2 processes 
5.4.6 LTPF funding distribution of $224 million 
5.4.7 Was the LTPF a managerial fad? 
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5.4.1 Extended Course Experience Questionnaire to support 
the LTPF 
In 2001, in preparation for the government adoption of the Course Experience 
Questionnaire as part of the performance-based funding model for the LTPF, this 
national survey was extended through a redesign to accommodate its new application 
to benchmark the learning and teaching performance of universities (Griffin, Coates, 
McInnes, & James, 2003; McInnes, Griffin, James & Coates., 2001). The main 
source for the performance indicators was the feedback from student surveys, the 
Graduate Destination Survey and Course Experience Questionnaire. As these were 
invitational surveys, a fifty per cent response rate was required before the data could 
be published and included as part of the performance-based funding model. As 
explored later in this section, this new application increased the value placed on the 
Australian Graduate Survey for its composition, data collection, response rates and 
reporting of outcomes of the Graduate Destination Survey and the extended Course 
Experience Questionnaire. The Australian Graduate Survey was the overarching 
name given to the single deployment of two surveys: the Graduate Destination 
Survey and the Course Experience Questionnaire.  
5.4.2 Benchmarking through the LTPF 
When establishing the parameters of the LTPF a number of criteria were designed to 
benchmark learning and teaching and improve quality. Through the LTPF 
participation requirements and the application of the performance-based funding 
model, the government adopted the majority of the learning and teaching 
benchmarks listed below during Cycle One (Department of Education, Science and 
Training, 2005c). The participation requirements and performance-based funding 
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model included all, with the exception of Benchmark 6.2 Course establishment 
processes. 
 
Learning and teaching 
Benchmark 6.1 Learning and teaching plan 
Benchmark 6.2 Course establishment processes 
Benchmark 6.3 Scholarly teaching 
Benchmark 6.4 Teaching environment 
Benchmark 6.5 Effective academic review processes 
Benchmark 6.6 Fitness of courses 
Benchmark 6.7 Student progress 
Benchmark 6.8 First- to second-year retention trends 
Benchmark 6.9 Equity quantitative success 
Benchmark 6.10 Student satisfaction 
Benchmark 6.11 Employability of Australian graduates 
 
The following section describes the application conditions for the LTPF, which align 
the benchmarks identified by bold text (6.1, 6.3, 6.4, and 6.5), that were used within 
the LTPF. This id followed by the description of the performance model employed . 
5.4.3 Application conditions for the LTPF 
During Cycle One, 2006 to 2008, the LTPF funding application conditions were a 
requirement for all public universities (Table A) that were interested in participating. 
These conditions included: 
 
• government institutional reporting of student data 
• student feedback collected from national surveys (Course Experience 
Questionnaire and Graduate Destination Survey) 
• institution statement on outcomes (required in 2006 only) 
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• a current learning and teaching plan or strategy 
• evidence of systematic support for professional development in learning and 
teaching for sessional and full-time academic staff 
• evidence of probation and promotion practices and policies, which include 
effectiveness as a teacher 
• evidence of systematic student evaluation of teaching and subjects that 
informs probation and promotion decisions for academic decisions 
• evidence that student evaluations of subjects are publicly available. 
 
The objective of the participation requirements was for universities to demonstrate a 
strong commitment to learning and teaching through a web presence dedicated to 
learning and teaching and publicly available information (Teaching and Learning 
Unit Higher Education Group, 2005, 2006, 2007). (Participation requirements were 
removed in Cycle Two, 2009 funding distribution.) 
 
As part of the data analysis contained within this thesis, the availability of 
information arising from a number of participation requirements was tested in 2008. 
As shown in Table 11, the public availability of information about four LTPF 
participation requirements was tested. These included: BM6.4 a link to a learning 
and teaching web page from the provider’s front web page; BM6.1 location of a 
learning and teaching plan; BM6.3 academic staff offered a Graduate Certificate in 
Higher Education; and BM6.5 whether the promotion criteria included learning and 
teaching. 
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To illustrate how the Learning and Teaching Benchmarks connect, Benchmark 6.1 
above was reduced to BM6.1 (Table 11) and then mapped against the learning and 
teaching plan to indicate that this benchmark was adopted. 
 
Table 11  
Higher education providers adopting LTPF participation criteria 
 
Source: Higher education provider websites, 2008 
 
All thirty-eight public universities complied with the participation requirements as 
indicated by these four criteria (Table 11). To determine whether the LTPF’s 
participation requirements are the target focus of public universities, the current 
researcher extended the analysis of the websites of the ten other providers within the 
target foci of the national initiatives to determine difference between the different 
groups. As illustrated above, the majority of providers demonstrated that learning 
and teaching was valued by providing information on the front page of their website; 
Bond University, Australia’s only private university (Table B) held a similar profile 
to the public universities, while the remaining nine providers had no publicly 
available information to determine their particular profile. 
 
Providers in Higher Education Support Act
Total Providers 
in Target 
Audience
Website
Front Page
BM6.4
L&T Plan 
BM6.1
Graduate 
Certificate 
BM6.3
Promotion 
Criteria 
BM6.5
Table A - public Australian universities 38 38 38 38 38
Table B - private Australian universities 3 3 1 1 -
Table C - private international universities 2 1 - - -
Other - Registered Training Organisations who 
offer Higher Education qualifications
5 4 - - -
Total 48 46 39 39 38
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As described above, this examination of higher education provider websites to 
determine the extent to which four LTPF participation criteria were addressed 
demonstrates that the LTPF was successful in encouraging its target focus, public 
universities, to at least demonstrate, or give the appearance of demonstrating, a 
strong commitment to learning and teaching. As is explored further in Chapter 6, two 
of the four benchmarking opportunities are examined in further depth to ascertain if 
the learning and teaching plans and the promotion criteria offered a de facto learning 
and teaching standard for the higher education sector. 
5.4.4 LTPF performance-based funding model 
As mentioned earlier, national performance indicators are a clear connection between 
the 1988 government reform and the 2003 government reform package through the 
LTPF outputs–outcomes framework and its performance-based funding model. As 
shown in Table 12, the early work by Linke (1991) to identify and test national 
performance indicators was initially adopted by the government as reportable 
statistics. Subsequently, the LTPF combined the reportable statistics with student 
feedback from the national Australian Graduate Survey, which included the Course 
Experience Questionnaire and Graduate Destination Survey.  
 
The government methodology included raw data from the Australian Graduate 
Survey (Graduate Careers Australia, 2009) and enrolment data from the universities 
themselves (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2005d). As indicated by 
the heading Benchmark, these performance indicators contained five of the eleven 
government benchmarks listed earlier in this section. 
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Table 12:  
National performance indicators 
 
Source: Review of Higher Education Outcome Performance Indicators, 2005 
 
As described by Harris, K. (2007), the higher education providers and the academy 
expressed concern in 2006 when the individual provider results were published and 
this allowed a by-product benchmark to be established by the media in the form of a 
league table. As mentioned in Chapter 4, by-product benchmarking is where a third 
party is able to use the data for something other than its original purpose (Locke et 
al., 2008). In the 2006 performance-based funding model, each provider was given a 
unique score and this information was then published on the government website. 
This activity then allowed the media to build a league table that benchmarked 
Australian higher education providers by an ordinal ranking, with the University of 
Wollongong at the top of the league table and Charles Darwin University at the 
bottom. For full detail, see Appendix J for the 2006 league table. 
 
 Data Source Performance indicator Definition Benchmark
Progress rates Student load passed as a proportion of load attempted each 
year
BM6.7
Attrition/retention rates Proportion of students in a particular year who neither 
graduate nor continue studying in an award course at the 
same institution in the following year
BM6.7
GDS graduate full-time 
employment
Proportion of graduates in full time employment of those 
who are available for full-time employment
BM6.11
GDS graduate full-time 
study
Proportion of graduates in full-time study BM6.6
GDS Graduate salary Starting salaries of graduates BM6.11
CEQ overall satisfaction Graduates' overall satisfaction with the quality of the course BM6.10
CEQ good teaching Graduates' satisfaction with their course in terms of 
feedback, assistance, interest shown by teaching staff
BM6.10
CEQ generic skills Satisfaction with their course in terms of imparting 
analytical, communication, problem solving, team work skills 
etc
BM6.10
Data supplied by higher 
education institutions to DEST
GCCA Graduate Destination 
Survey
GCCA Course Experience 
Questionnaire
SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE INDICATORS AND DATA SOURCES AGAINST BENCHMARKS
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As a result of feedback from the Australian higher education sector, in 2007, the 
Minister for Education announced two main changes to the LTPF (Department of 
Education, Science and Training, 2005b). Rather than report simply at institution 
level, the datasets were report by institution at four broad discipline areas (Table 13).  
 
Table 13  
LTPF broad discipline areas 
 
Source: Department of Education, Science and Training, 2005b 
 
In addition, a minimum response measure was introduced to exclude areas where 
there were low student responses. This impacted once in the disciplines Group 1: 
science, computing, engineering, architecture and agriculture, and on four occasions 
within Group 4: health discipline within Cycle One of the LTPF. This resulted in 
certain providers being unable to participate in the discipline areas where the 
response rate did not meet the criteria of fifty per cent response rates. 
 
Rather than a ranked list, the performance of higher education providers was reported 
within bands of performance. These changes allowed for the government to report 
the disciplinary differences between providers as well as removing the opportunity 
for any by-product benchmarking of institutional performance. Consequently, the 
early practice of identifying outcomes for individual providers by unique scores was 
not repeated during the lifespan of the LTPF. 
Group No Broad Discipline Areas
Group 1 Science, computing, engineering, architecture and agriculture
Group 2 Business, law and economics
Group 3 Humanities, arts and education
Group 4 Health
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Another concern was expressed about the dominant weighting placed on student 
feedback through national survey data within the LTPF (Harris, 2007). Further minor 
changes to the performance indicators were: success student progress to include all 
undergraduate students; and outcomes full-time study to include part-time study and 
indicators to be weighted equally. This reduced the percentage weighting for student 
satisfaction from 55% in 2006 to 43% (Department of Education, Science and 
Training, 2005b). Although this reduced the emphasis on the Course Experience 
Questionnaire, this survey of student feedback continued to dominate the funding 
model and consequently the distribution of funding allocation.  
 
For the initial years of this study, data used were those collected before the LTPF 
was established and it was not until 2008 that the Course Experience Questionnaire 
and Graduate Destination Survey data were collected within the lifetime of the LTPF 
initiative due to the processing times for these national surveys. The issues of using 
lag data to determine allocation of funding to higher education providers makes it 
difficult to identify any direct links between the LTPF and quality improvements 
identified within the Course Experience Questionnaire and Graduate Destination 
Survey data during the lifespan of the LTPF.  
 
The LTPF performance-based funding model underwent iterative change over the 
four-year lifespan. It moved from allocation of incentive funding at institution level 
to becoming a two-tiered incentive at broad discipline group levels within 
institutions. The first tier recognised providers that demonstrated teaching excellence 
in the four discipline groups and performed consistently across all indicators in the 
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respective disciplines. The second tier recognised providers that demonstrated merit 
and that performed strongly in one or more of the discipline groups. 
 
As a result, in 2009 those universities identified as Band A1 universities for 
demonstrating excellence received a student load grant for each discipline group, 
while Band A2 universities, those that demonstrated improvement, received a $0.5 
million grant through an improvement component of the model (Department of 
Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, 2009). 
5.4.5 LTPF Stage 1 and Stage 2 processes 
As noted above, the LTPF was established to reward universities that demonstrated 
learning and teaching excellence in the undergraduate space on an annual basis. It 
was acknowledged that, after the first cycle of delivery, 2006 to 2008, its structures, 
processes and outcomes should be evaluated to inform future national initiatives and 
future research (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2004b). Thus, the 
LTPF administrative processes were reviewed after each release of funding by its 
advisory group of experts and the performance-based funding model was updated 
each year when the funding was announced and the administrative information and 
guidelines were published.  
 
The LTPF was administered through a two-stage process and applied only to public 
universities (Table A). Within Stage 1: Quantitative Process, eligible providers were 
required to submit evidence of learning and teaching practices against a set of 
participation criteria, and institutional data were measured against three primary 
indicators: student satisfaction; student outcomes; and student success. The data 
sources for these indicators were:  
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• student satisfaction: a subset of data collected through the Course Experience 
Questionnaire (Graduate Careers Council of Australia, 2006) 
• outcomes: a subset of data collected through the Graduate Destination Survey 
(Graduate Careers Council of Australia, 2008) 
• student success: a subset of the higher education Statistics Collection by the 
government on student progress and enrolment data (Department of 
Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, 2011k).  
 
The dataset used involved two years of data for the student satisfaction with a single 
year of data for the student outcomes and success (for example, the LTPF 2006 
allocation model data are from 2003 to 2004). This meant that there was a two-year 
lag between the time of data collection and the time it was used within this model. 
 
Within Stage 2: Review and Funding Allocation Process, an expert panel determined 
which higher education providers had demonstrated learning and teaching excellence 
and merit through the performance-based funding model. The panel then reported 
their findings to the Minister for Education, which resulted in funding distribution to 
successful providers. All public universities participated in the funding round in the 
first cycle. How these institutions engaged in the process is described below 
(Department of Education, Science and Training, 2004b). 
5.4.6 LTPF funding distribution of $224 million 
This section outlines the funding distribution for Cycle One of the LTPF, 2006 to 
2008. It details the funding distribution by institution, lists the top five recipients, 
reviews the outcomes by university alliances and then looks at the case of 
Queensland. 
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Source: LTPF website, 2006 to 2008 
Figure 10: LTPF outcomes 2006 to 2008 
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As shown in Figure 10, the LTPF outcomes, 2006 to 2008, of the 38 eligible Table A 
Higher Education providers, were that 82% (31) received $223,987,140, while 18% 
(7) higher education providers received no funding at all. Within the institutions 
awarded funding there was a substantial difference in the range of funding received, 
from the lowest amounts of $500,000 for Griffith University, James Cook 
University, Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology and The University of 
Newcastle, to the highest amount received, $27,125,488 by The University of 
Melbourne. As detailed earlier, the LTPF funding was restricted to public 
universities that met a set of participation criteria for the period 2006 to 2008 to be 
eligible to participate. The participation requirements were removed in Cycle Two, 
2009 (Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, 2009). 
 
As shown in Table 14, the top five higher education providers received a total of 
47% ($105,959,006) of the LTPF. These providers were The University of 
Melbourne, Monash University, The University of Sydney, The University of 
Queensland and the University of New South Wales. These institutions represent five 
of the eight university members of the Go8 alliance.  
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Table 14:  
LTPF Top 5 
 
Source: LTPF website, 2006 to 2008 
 
The dominance in funding distribution of 47% to only five institutions was 
significant and works well in favour of 13% of the higher education providers. This 
would indicate that either there are substantial learning and teaching quality issues 
among the remaining 87% of providers or the LTPF performance-based funding 
model may be questioned as to its suitability to the profile of some institutions over 
others. 
 
From Figure 11, it is evident that the Group of Eight (Go8) institutions received 58% 
($129,458,890) of the LTPF funding, Australian Technology Network (ATN) 7% 
($15,454,786), Innovative Research Universities (IRU) 6% ($13,901,110), Regional 
Universities Network (RUN) 7%, and Other institutions with no formal alliance 
(Independent) received the final 22% ($50,259,737). For the detailed membership of 
the grouped institutions, see Appendix F.  
 
Higher Education Provider LTPF Top 5
The University of Melbourne $27,125,488
Monash University $22,610,063
The University of Sydney $19,946,731
The University of Queensland $18,974,249
University of New South Wales $17,302,475
Total $105,959,006
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Source: LTPF website, 2006 to 2008 
Figure 11: LTPF Allocation of funding by research alliances 
 
As mentioned above, the funding distribution across research alliances further 
supports the concern that either learning and teaching quality is fairly low within the 
majority of providers or that the performance-based funding model was unbalanced 
and this disproportionately advantaged the Go8 alliance. 
 
In addition, seven higher education providers received no funding through Cycle One 
of the LTPF. These seven represent one from South Australia (University of South 
Australia), two from the Northern Territory (Batchelor Institute of Indigenous 
Tertiary Education and Charles Darwin University) and three from Queensland 
(Central Queensland University, Queensland University of Technology, and 
University of Southern Queensland). It should be noted that the only consequence of 
a higher education provider not demonstrating excellence was that it received no 
funding. 
In summary, the LTPF was administered by the Department of Education, Science 
and Training and rewarded higher education providers for excellence in learning and 
teaching through its first cycle, 2006 to 2008. Further, the model was extended in 
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2008 to provide incentive for learning and teaching improvement. This scheme 
rewarded past practices and outcomes to Table A Higher Education Providers 
through the application of an outputs–outcomes framework that applied a 
performance-based funding model. In total, $224 million was awarded to public 
universities through the application of a performance model. 
 
The outputs–outcomes framework that applied a performance-based funding model 
applied by LTPF follows a little-known model from the 1970s (Banta et al., 1996; 
Roades & Sporn, 2002) and the performance evaluation and management system 
applied to government departments in Australia between 1987 to 1997 (Mackay, 
1998, 2004). Although the government explored different lines of evidence, such as 
learning and teaching qualifications held by the academy and the Graduate Skills 
Test, the LTPF only used convenient, existing datasets to measure learning and 
teaching excellence in higher education in Australia. It is difficult to determine how 
the broader community should respond to the seven institutions with reportedly poor-
quality performance or the wide diversity of outcomes for universities in 
Queensland. 
5.4.7 Was the LTPF a managerial fad? 
The lifespan of the LTPF was four years (2006 to 2009) and this included one cycle 
plus one year. As identified in Chapter 1, a managerial process that appears and 
disappears within a five- to seven-year period is considered in the literature to be a 
managerial fad (Birnbaum, 2000; Ponzi & Koenig, 2002). In terms of the literature, 
the LTPF could be considered a managerial idea as it was a policy that was borrowed 
from elsewhere (Birnbaum, 2000; Roades & Sporn, 2002) and applied in a context 
that does not suit the original purpose (Scriven, 1991, 2013). The LTPF displayed the 
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characteristics of a managerial fad with its brief appearance and disappearance within 
a four-year lifespan. 
 
This fad impacted every higher education provider in Table A and produced a reward 
system that advantaged an elite few providers and, through the league table, named 
and shamed another group of providers. Those named and shamed for performing 
poorly – with no indicators of teaching excellence or improvement in learning and 
teaching – had no right of reply to question these outcomes. This managerial fad 
dispensed approximately $224 million within a three-year period, despite being 
based on performance indicators with a two-year time lag. It set in motion an 
environment of competition diametrically opposed to the ALTC national activities, 
which were intended to promote higher education institutional collaboration and 
AUQA’s encouragement of self-review. 
 
By way of summary, consider the implementation of Cycle One of the LTPF:  
(i) The performance model applied within the LTPF was modified in each 
year of application in response to evaluation by the advisory group of 
experts. 
(ii) Within Cycle One, 2006 to 2008, student feedback through the Course 
Experience Questionnaire and Graduate Destination Survey dominated 
the performance model and had a direct impact on funding allocations to 
higher education providers. 
(iii) There was a two-year lag from data collection to data use within the 
model. 
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(iv) After initial by-product benchmarking and publication of individual 
outcomes by provider in 2006, subsequent years published bands where 
providers were grouped rather than identified individually. 
(v) The LTPF started as a reward model of funding with funds allocated to 
teaching excellence and extended to include an improvement element 
within the model. 
(vi) No funding or resources were allocated to higher education providers that 
did not meet the identified definition of teaching excellence or of 
improvement. 
(vii) There were no consequences for higher education providers that failed to 
demonstrate excellence in learning and teaching, except there was no 
funding received.  
(viii) Due to the relatively short four-year lifespan of the LTPF, it may be 
deemed a managerial fad. 
5.5 Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC) 
This section documents the second national initiative that emerged from the 2003 
government reform package, the ALTC. The suite of programs offered by the ALTC 
determined learning and teaching quality through a mixed model. These programs 
included: the Australian Awards for University Teaching, which applied a peer 
review against a national selection criteria model; a grant scheme that offered a 
merit-based funding for future investment in learning and teaching research; and a 
fellowship scheme that involved capacity building for individuals who demonstrated 
excellence in learning and teaching practices through awards and grants. The 
significance of ALTC rests in the widespread engagement across the sector, the 
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integral way in which collaboration between institutions and industry were 
embraced, and the investment placed in teaching excellence and investment in the 
future research in the form of $42 million. 
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
 5.5.1 Responsibilities of the ALTC 
 5.5.2 History of Australian Awards for University Teaching 
 5.5.3 Administrative processes for ALTC 
 5.5.4 ALTC suite of schemes 
 5.5.5 Teaching excellence award outcomes 
 5.5.6 Fellowship outcomes 
 5.5.7 Suite of ALTC grant programs outcomes 
 5.5.8 Project collaborative partnerships 
5.5.9 ALTC building on learning and teaching excellence over time 
5.5.1 Responsibilities of the ALTC 
The first cycle of the ALTC, 2005 to 2008, is explored through the history of the 
Australian Awards for University Teaching, qualitative process, outcomes from 
teaching excellence, fellowship, grants and collaborations across the sector.  
 
The ALTC's responsibilities included (Australian Learning and Teaching Council, 
2008a, p. 1):  
• management of a major competitive grants scheme for innovation in learning 
and teaching 
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• liaison with the sector about options for articulating and monitoring academic 
standards 
• improvement of assessment practices throughout the sector, including 
investigation of the feasibility of a national portfolio assessment scheme 
• facilitation of benchmarking of effective learning and teaching processes at 
national and international levels  
• development of mechanisms for the dissemination of good practice in 
learning and teaching 
• management of a program for international experts in learning and teaching 
to visit Australian higher education providers and the development of 
reciprocal relationships with international jurisdictions  
• coordination of the Australian Awards for University Teaching, including the 
awards presentation event. 
5.5.2 History of Australian Awards for University Teaching 
Ballantyne, Packer, Smeal and Bain (2003), in documenting the history of the 
Australian Awards for University Teaching, noted that the awards were established 
in 1997 and were administered by the Australian Universities Teaching Committee. 
In addition to the teaching awards being focused on recognition of demonstrated 
excellence in teaching, grant funding was established to encourage scholarship and 
research into learning and teaching practice. 
 
As part of the 2003 government reform package, the government established the 
Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education (Carrick) in 2004 
(Department of Education, Science and Training, 2005a) and the Australian 
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Universities Teaching Committee was decommissioned. Carrick began its first cycle 
with the launch of the 2005 funding round, to commission academic projects and to 
reward learning and teaching initiatives on merit (Department of Education, Science 
and Training, 2005a). 
 
The Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education (2006) was 
created in 2004 and took carriage to promote and reward excellence in teaching 
through awards, grants and fellowships. There was some confusion within the sector 
as this institute shared its name with a higher education provider called the Carrick 
Institute of Education. As a consequence, Carrick was renamed in mid 2008 as the 
Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC) (Johnstone, 2008). The purpose 
of ALTC was to enhance the student learning experience by supporting quality 
teaching and practice, and to work with higher education providers, discipline 
groups, individuals, and industry partners in systemic change. For the remainder of 
this thesis, all discussion and outcomes from the Carrick Institute for Learning and 
Teaching in Higher Education and Australian Learning and Teaching Council are 
referred to as being from ALTC. 
 
The Australian government, under the Labor leadership, announced the closure of the 
ALTC at the end of 2011 (Lane, 2011b). This would appear to be a somewhat 
unexpected act as the ALTC had signed a five-year lease for office premises in 
September 2009 and the closure was announced in January 2011 (Australian 
Learning and Teaching Council, 2011b). Regardless of the original purpose of the 
closure, subsequent community and stakeholder backlash resulted in the rescue of the 
teaching excellence awards and competitive projects. These are now administered by 
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the Office for Learning and Teaching (2012b) within the Australian government’s 
Department of Industry, Innovation, Science, Research and Tertiary Education 
(2012). 
 
The Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations announced the 
closure of ALTC and transferred the administration of the teaching excellence 
awards and project grants from ALTC to the Office for Learning and Teaching 
within the Australian government from 1 January 2012 (Johns, 2011). The value 
placed on the awards and project grants by the higher education sector is reflected 
through the endurance of the awards and projects through three administration 
regimes to date. 
 
In 2012, the Promotion of Excellence in Learning and Teaching in Higher Education, 
administered by the government, was planned to promote excellence through 
commissioned projects and teaching excellence awards (Department of Education, 
Employment and Workplace Relations, 2011g). This initiative replaced the ALTC 
and their associated programs when it concluded its business at the end of 2011. The 
funding allocation planned was $50.1 million over a four-year period. Despite these 
documented changes, the awards and grants endured. 
 
In yet another change, in October 2012 the Australian government placed a freeze on 
grants awaiting the outcome of the Mid-Year Economic and Fiscal Outlook (Dobson, 
2012). This short-term approach to funding and public investment decision making is 
at odds with the ways in which higher education providers go about their strategic 
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and longer term planning. Therefore, there are immediate and long-term impacts on 
the confidence the higher education sector places on government policy decisions. 
5.5.3 Administrative processes for ALTC 
The ALTC schemes established selection criteria for applications that acknowledged 
multiple forms of evidence. These required contextually specific feedback from 
students who were taught by an academic over the past three years, and promoted 
both qualitative and quantitative approaches to evidence. 
 
The ALTC application conditions for the awards, grants and fellowships required 
participants to submit a written statement against standard selection criteria for each 
category (2008b). The awards sought comprehensive information, such as student 
feedback, references, curriculum vitae and support material. The final submissions 
were then examined by an independent panel of experts recruited from the higher 
education sector.  
 
In 2005, higher education providers were invited to participate in the ALTC grants 
and, in 2006, ALTC also offered teaching awards and fellowships through 
submission of applications. At the end of each year, an annual report on the 
outcomes of each scheme was produced. 
 
In 2008, an initial evaluation of the ALTC was undertaken under the auspices of the 
Department of Employment, Education and Workplace Relations Education 
Research Program Guidelines (Dow, 2008). Overall, the evaluation was positive, 
with affirmations on the progress of Cycle Two.  
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5.5.4 ALTC suite of schemes 
The following section outlines the purpose of the three schemes: the teaching 
excellence awards program, grants scheme and fellowship program, within the first 
cycle, 2005 to 2008.  
 
ALTC Teaching Excellence Awards program: Under the administration of ALTC, 
the awards program was broadened to recognise and reward teaching excellence, 
contributions to student learning, programs that enhance learning, and career 
achievement. Nominees were invited to submit an application to address a set of 
selection criteria supported by examples and evidence from a variety of sources. 
 
ALTC grants scheme: Under the administration of ALTC, the purpose of the grants 
scheme was to promote long-term change, diversity and collaboration through three 
programs: leadership, competitive grants and priority projects. Each project was 
expected to clearly articulate outcomes in one or more priority areas, provide detailed 
strategies and indicate potential use to higher education at some level, be it national, 
sector or institution. 
 
ALTC fellowship program: Under the administration of ALTC, the purpose of the 
fellowship program was to support the scholarship of teaching and learning through 
research activity conducted by lead educators in higher education. There is an 
expectation each fellow will develop a program of study to investigate an educational 
issue, undertake ongoing development of their own profile and sponsor excellence in 
teaching and learning in their own institution and elsewhere. 
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5.5.5 Teaching Excellence Awards outcomes 
The ALTC program was established to reward and recognise demonstrated 
excellence in learning and teaching practice. This section provides a national profile 
of the awards through the range of higher education participation, frequency of 
outcomes and the associated funding.  
 
As shown in Table 15, the funding distribution for ALTC Teaching Excellence 
Awards in 2006 to 2008 was across four categories. 
 
Table 15:  
ALTC Teaching Excellence Award Categories 
 
Source: ALTC website, 2006 to 2008 
 
Of the 48 eligible higher education providers, 81% (39) of providers received ALTC 
Teaching Excellence Awards with a distribution of $9,460,000, ranging from 
$10,000 awarded to Avondale College up to $530,000 awarded to Queensland 
University of Technology. 
 
It is unknown if the remaining 19% (9) of providers participated in this program and 
were unsuccessful or did not participate at all, as this information is not publicly 
ALTC Teaching Excellence Awards 2006 to 2008 Award Funding
Teaching Excellence $1,675,000
Prime Minister's Award $200,000
Citations $6,710,000
Programs Enhancing Learning $875,000
Total $9,460,000
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available. The nine providers represent one public provider from Table A and eight 
private from Table A, Table B and Other. 
 
Table 16 displays the top five higher education providers that received a total of 25% 
($2,390,000) of the Teaching Excellence Awards. The top five providers were 
Queensland University of Technology 6% ($530,000), The University of Queensland 
5% ($490,000), The University of Melbourne 5% ($460,000), Griffith University 5% 
($455,000) and The Australian National University 5% ($455,000). 
 
Table 16:  
ALTC Awards Top 5 
 
Source: ALTC website, 2006 to 2008 
 
Overall, as shown in Figure 12, outcomes of the ALTC Teaching Excellence Awards 
were a 25% distribution to the top five providers of $2,390,000. There were three 
Queensland universities in the top five recipients of ALTC Teaching Excellence 
Awards, with Queensland University of Technology as the top performer. In 
comparison with the LTPF outcomes, Queensland University of Technology 
Higher Education Provider ALTC Awards Top 5
Queensland University of Technology $530,000
The University of Queensland $490,000
The University of Melbourne $460,000
Griffith University $455,000
The Australian National University $455,000
Total $2,390,000
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Source: ALTC website, 2006 to 2008 
Figure 12: ALTC Teaching Excellence Awards 
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had received no funding. There was broad representation from Table A, Table B, and 
Other within the Teaching Excellence Awards. These awards were open to a broad 
number of the academy across different institutions and reflected the Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development definition of learning and teaching 
quality as being local and situational. It may therefore be tentatively suggested that 
the ALTC Teaching Excellence Awards demonstrated a more balanced approach to 
recognition that was inclusive of its targeted foci.  
5.5.6 Fellowship outcomes 
As shown in Figure 13, of the 48 eligible higher education providers, 14 (29%) 
providers received ALTC fellowships program support with a distribution of 
$4,890,000 and a range from $90,000 each to six providers (awarded to Curtin 
University of Technology, Edith Cowan University, Flinders University of South 
Australia, University of New South Wales, University of Tasmania, and The 
University of Western Sydney) to $1,020,000 awarded to Queensland University of 
Technology. The higher education providers awarded fellowships were all public 
providers from Table A. 
 
Of the 34 (71%) providers with no fellowships granted, it is unknown if these 
providers participated in this program and were unsuccessful, or did not participate at 
all, as this information is not publicly available. 
 
Table 17 outlines the top five providers, which received 76% ($3,720,000) of the 
funding. The providers were Queensland University of Technology 21% 
($1,020,000), The University of Sydney 15% ($750,000), The University of 
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Queensland 14% ($690,000), Charles Darwin University 14% ($660,000) and 
University of Technology, Sydney 2% ($600,000). 
 
Table 17:  
ALTC fellowships top five 
 
Source: ALTC website, 2006 to 2008 
 
In the ALTC fellowships program, a minority of providers (29%) received 
$4,890,000, with results for individual institutions ranging from nothing to 
$1,020,000. There was a 76% distribution of fellowship funding to the top five 
providers of $3,720,000.  
 
As the fellowships offer academic staff engaged in learning and teaching both 
recognition of their current profile and funding to invest in future research, it is of 
interest to note that, of the top five institutions, there was some correlation to the top 
five outcomes of the ALTC teaching awards and grants top five. For example, 
Queensland University of Technology and The University of Queensland feature in 
all three, while the University of Technology, Sydney, feature in the fellowships and 
grants. What is unknown at this point, and worthy of future research, is how  
Higher Education Provider ALTC Fellowships Top 5
Queensland University of Technology $1,020,000
The University of Sydney $750,000
The University of Queensland $690,000
Charles Darwin University $660,000
University of Technology, Sydney $600,000
Total $3,720,000
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Source: ALTC website, 2006 to 2008 
Figure 13: ALTC fellowship outcomes 
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important it is for an institutional supportive environment of awards and grants for 
academic staff to be successful in fellowships programs.  
 
The ALTC Fellowships program, with a focus on research into learning and teaching 
in higher education in Australia and its requirements for research at an institutional 
level, once again models the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development definition of learning and teaching quality. Fellowships offer one way 
for the academy to be viewed as a leader in learning and teaching practice as the 
funding represents further investment in the individual and their research interest. 
5.5.7 Suite of ALTC grant programs outcomes 
The ALTC offered opportunities to higher education providers to participate in three 
grant schemes – competitive, leadership and priority – and all three programs 
encouraged collaboration between institutions and industry. In Figure 14, of the 48 
higher education providers eligible for the ALTC schemes, 75% (36) were 
recognised as leaders in collaborative grants, with a distribution of $27,756,455 
across 148 projects and 499 collaborations, with a range from lowest $147,809 
allocated to The University of Notre Dame, to the highest $2,089,007 allocated to 
The University of Queensland. Of the 36 providers who received a lead grant, 35 
were Table A providers and one was from Table B. The breakdown of the funding 
and distribution for the three different grant programs is: Competitive Grants 
$11,169,983, Leadership Grants $7,255,175 and Priority Grants $9,331,297. 
 
Table 18 portrays the top five higher education providers, who together received a 
total of 32% ($8,960,625) of the collaborative grant funding. These were The 
University of Queensland 7% ($2,089,007), University of South Australia 6% 
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($1,814,470), University of Technology, Sydney, 6% ($1,766,768), Queensland 
University of Technology 6% ($1,766,768) and The University of Melbourne 6% 
($1,552,819). 
 
Table 18:  
ALTC grants top five 
 
Source: ALTC website, 2005 to 2008 
 
In the ALTC grants, the majority of providers (75%) received a total of $27,756,455, 
with individual institutions awarded a range from nothing to $2,089,007. 
 
One of the limitations of this study, discussed further in Chapter 7, is the fact that the 
short time period under examination limits the author’s ability to build an in-depth 
understanding of the impact that an investment in future research can produce. In a 
small way, the bibliometric analysis of journal articles examined in Chapter 6 does 
indicate short-term impact during the period.  
 
The next section described the extent of the collaboration between universities and 
industry partners. 
 
Higher Education Provider ALTC Grants Top 5
The University of Queensland $2,089,007
University of South Australia $1,814,470
University of Technology, Sydney $1,766,768
Queensland University of Technology $1,737,561
The University of Melbourne $1,552,819
Total $8,960,625
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Source: ALTC website, 2005 to 2008 
Figure 14: ALTC Cycle One awards and grants, 2005 to 2008 
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5.5.8 Project collaborative partnerships 
The ALTC grant schemes encourage projects that partner with other universities and 
industry. This was a main feature of the 2003 government reform package and the 
outcomes of this encouragement are described. 
 
Of the 48 eligible providers, 81% (39) were involved in 499 collaborations. Of the 
499 collaborations, 92% (460) were public, 0% (1) private and 8% (38) with industry 
partners. The range of collaborations for an individual project varied from a single 
institution to eleven. As the extreme examples, the single lead institution was The 
University of Notre Dame with no partners, in comparison with the University of 
Tasmania, with eleven partner providers on a single grant. 
 
Table 19 shows that the top five higher education provider collaborators were The 
University of Melbourne 6% (29), The University of Queensland 6% (29), The 
University of Sydney 6% (28), University of South Australia 6% (27) and 
Queensland University of Technology 5% (24).  
 
Table 19:  
ALTC collaboration top five 
 
Source: ALTC website, 2005 to 2008 
Higher Education Provider ALTC Collaborations Top 5
The University of Melbourne 29                                              
The University of Queensland 29                                              
The University of Sydney 28                                              
University of South Australia 27                                              
Queensland University of Technology 24                                              
Total 137                                            
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As noted and detailed in Table 20, there were 499 collaborations within the ALTC 
grant program during Cycle One, 2005 to 2008, and these may be regarded as 
evidence of a successful national strategy to encourage collaboration between 
Australian and international higher education providers together with private industry 
partners. 
 
All 38 Table A public providers and one Table B private provider participated in the 
ALTC collaborations as a lead or collaborative institution, with 38 industry partners 
involved in the ALTC grants during Cycle One, 2005 to 2008.  
 
The ALTC collaboration scheme was designed to encourage the higher education 
sector to build networks and work in harmony across institutions amd disciplines and 
with industry. The following section provides a detailed analysis of the collaborative 
profile of one institution to explain the complexities, depth and range in play in this 
area. 
 
The University of South Australia was selected by the current researcher to profile as 
an institution as it was engaged for the full period of Cycle One, 2005 to 2008, 
granted both lead and collaborator projects and was one of the top five most 
successful intuitions. The University of South Australia illustrates an excellent 
outcome from a university that engaged with the ALTC initiatives from its inception 
in 2005. This university was awarded ten lead projects and a further eleven 
collaborations. Six of those lead projects being with industry partners, thus 
demonstrating the complex nature of the collaboration outcomes.  
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Table 20:  
Australian learning and teaching collaborations, 2005–2008 
 
Source: ALTC website, 2005 to 2008 
Table Higher Education Providers collaboration 2005-2008 Lead
Collabora
tor Industry
Australian Catholic University 7 1 6 0
Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education 1 1 0 0
Central Queensland University 7 0 7 0
Charles Darwin University 2 1 1 0
Charles Sturt University 13 3 8 2
Curtin University of Technology 20 6 14 0
Deakin University 9 3 6 0
Edith Cowan University 14 2 11 1
Griffith University 16 6 8 2
James Cook University 9 1 7 1
La Trobe University 13 1 11 1
Macquarie University 14 6 8 0
Monash University 20 4 16 0
Murdoch University 8 5 3 0
Queensland University of Technology 24 7 14 3
Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology 19 3 16 0
Southern Cross University 3 0 3 0
Swinburne University of Technology 2 1 1 0
The Australian National University 4 2 2 0
The Flinders University of South Australia 14 3 11 0
The University of Adelaide 7 2 5 0
The University of Melbourne 29 9 17 3
The University of Queensland 29 11 14 4
The University of Sydney 28 8 20 0
The University of Western Australia 8 3 5 0
University of Ballarat 3 0 3 0
University of Canberra 8 4 4 0
University of New England 12 6 4 2
University of New South Wales 14 5 7 2
University of Newcastle 20 5 14 1
University of South Australia 27 10 11 6
University of Southern Queensland 13 3 8 2
University of Tasmania 13 2 11 0
University of Technology, Sydney 27 10 14 3
University of the Sunshine Coast 3 1 2 0
University of Western Sydney 11 2 7 2
University of Wollongong 17 7 8 2
Victoria University 10 3 6 1
Bond University
Melbourne College of Divinity
The University of Notre Dame 1 1
Carnegie Mellon University, USA
University College London, UK
Australian College of Divinity
Australian Film, Television and Radio School
Avondale College
Christian Heritage College
Tabor College, SA
Total 499 148 313 38
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Figure 15 illustrates the complexity of collaborations between higher education 
providers and industry, by profiling the University of South Australia with its strong 
network connections to another twenty-seven providers and industry partners.  
 
By way of explanation, Figure 15 represents the profile of one provider, University 
of South Australia, in terms of the ALTC collaborations. Across the centre of the 
diagram the eligible providers are listed in alphabetic order from left to right. At the 
top of the diagram, University of South Australia (yellow) is represented as the lead 
institution in a project and, at the bottom of the diagram, University of South 
Australia (lime green) is represented as a collaborator on a project. Each project is 
allocated a number and each line extending from the University of South Australia as 
lead or collaborator represents a successful grant. For example, the line labelled 
19 Priority 2008 represents project number 19, a Priority Grant awarded in 2008, and 
links the University of South Australia as the lead with Curtin University of 
Technology as a collaborator. 
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Source: ALTC website, 2005 to 2008 
Figure 15: University of South Australia ALTC leads and collaborations 
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5.5.9 ALTC building on learning and teaching excellence over 
time 
With delegated authority from the Department of Education, Science and Training, 
the ALTC administered and rewarded excellence in learning and teaching through a 
series of awards and citations that were designed to reward past excellence in 
practice. In addition, ALTC invested in the future of the learning and teaching 
research and practice in higher education through commissioned projects and 
fellowships. These schemes funded future research in the field. In total, $42 million 
was awarded across the sector during Cycle One. 
 
In summary, the ALTC initiative of competitive grants was a deliberate strategy to 
encourage higher education providers to collaborate with each other and with 
industry partners, with approximately five hundred collaborations for grants awarded 
during the period 2005 to 2008. In terms of the volume of activity, this appears to 
have been a resounding success. It is known that the complexity of the relationships 
ranged from a single collaborating institution to a lead institution with eleven 
collaborators. The majority of public higher education providers were granted lead 
institution for one or more projects and were collaborators on other projects. 
Additionally, half the providers engaged in industry partnerships. 
5.6 Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA) 
In an environment where the higher education sector was self-regulating and each 
higher education provider in Australia was an autonomous organisation with its own 
governing structure, policies and procedures, the third and final national initiative to 
be considered here is AUQA. In terms of learning and teaching quality, AUQA 
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represented the national accreditation of universities by an independent agency. 
Although originally established in 2000 by the Ministerial Council for Education, 
Employment, Training and Youth Affairs, the government adopted the Australian 
Universities Quality Agency AUQA as the principal national quality assurance 
agency within the 2003 government reform package.  
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
 5.6.1 AUQA’s responsibilities 
 5.6.2 Strengths and weaknesses of AUQA’s processes 
 5.6.3 AUQA’s audit reports 
 5.6.4 AUQA’s premature closure 
5.6.1 AUQA’s responsibilities 
AUQA was established with four objectives (Carroll, 2003, p. 305): 
 
1. conducting audits of Quality Agency arrangements relating to the activities of 
universities, other self-accrediting institutions and state accrediting agencies 
2. providing public reports of audit outcomes 
3. reporting on accreditation criteria for universities and non-university higher 
education awards 
4. reporting on the relative standards of the Australian higher education system 
and its quality assurance processes, including their international standing, as a 
result of information obtained during the audit process. 
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With delegated authority from the Department of Education, Science and Training, 
AUQA offered advice to all higher education providers. AUQA was charged with 
assurance of the quality of these institutions to assist in the enhancement of their 
academic quality through an external agency quality audit model of quality 
assurance. Although there was no funding attached to AUQA audits, participation in 
the audits was an accreditation requirement for all higher education providers. 
 
In keeping with the original 1880s American style of self-review, an AUQA audit 
involved a five-step process that included (AUQA, 2002, 2007; Carroll, 2003):  
 
(i) the undertaking of an institutional self-review 
(ii) a visit by an external panel of experts to the institution for a couple of 
days to review it 
(iii) the production of a report by the panel 
(iv) the provision of a response by the institution 
(v) an evaluation provided by the panel and made public.  
 
This model was built on the American self-review self-study model of quality 
assurance, but with three main additions: (i) a national agency, AUQA, was charged 
with oversight of this process; (ii) all higher education providers were required to 
participate in these quality audits as part of their accreditation; and (iii) the expert 
panel members, or auditors, were selected by AUQA itself.  
5.6.3 Strengths and weaknesses of AUQA processes 
Although the AUQA approach was to audit the institution’s quality assurance system 
against its own institutional objectives, there were some limitations to this. It was 
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outside AUQA’s remit to investigate whether the provider’s objectives were 
appropriate or not and the variability of context that frames each audit was 
prohibitive to benchmarking. Cycle One audits were assessed against criteria that 
were identified by each higher education provider and Cycle Two audits were 
assessed against a set of criteria identified by AUQA. Given this difference in 
methodology, it would not be possible to compare these two cycles (even if Cycle 
Two was completed rather than abolished). 
 
The first audit round focused on self-assessment of an institution against its own 
aims and objectives. Although based on a whole-of-institution level, these audits did 
include a review of areas such as teaching, research, management, and international 
activity, presented in a public report. These reports included commendations, 
affirmations and recommendations for improvement regarding institutional policies 
and practice. Given the great variability in institutional approaches, the process was 
nominally consistent and, as the external auditor was a national independent agency, 
the reports, in theory at least, could be examined to establish a definition of teaching 
quality.  
5.6.4 AUQA’s audit reports 
The audit report terms were defined by the Department of Education, Science and 
Training (2006b, p. 18): 
 
• A commendation refers to the achievement of a stated goal, or to some plan 
or activity that has led to, or appears likely to lead to, the achievement of a 
stated goal, and which in the panel’s view is particularly significant. 
Chapter 5 Results: Implementation of national initiatives  Page 214 
• An affirmation is made where the panel agrees that there is evidence that a 
matter in need of attention has been identified by the auditee in the self-
assessment process, and there were plans to act on it. 
• A recommendation refers to an unsuitable approach, a faulty deployment, or a 
lack of success in relation to a stated goal, and which in the panel’s view is 
particularly significant. Recommendations indicate matters in need of 
attention, possibly with suggestions for action. 
 
One example of a recommendation involved internal institutional surveying. In the 
early 2000s in Australia, there was an expectation that universities would conduct 
internal evaluation surveys about units of study and teaching. For example, one 
statement of recommendation within an audit report was very explicit in its request 
for the institution to establish systematic procedures to obtain student feedback on 
learning and teaching, with the ability to compare between units of study, teaching 
periods and staff members (Australian Universities Quality Agency, 2002). 
 
On completion of a quality audit, AUQA initially reported a set of commendations 
(statements identifying areas of good practice) and recommendations (statements 
identifying areas in need of improvement). During this cycle, AUQA extended these 
two types of statement to include a third: affirmations, where an area identified for 
improvement by the higher education provider is reinforced through the government 
review. The resultant sets of commendations, affirmations and recommendations 
position each provider’s practices. On receipt and review of the audit report, each 
provider is then invited to produce a document in response to these commendations, 
affirmations and recommendations. In addition, this process is also closely aligned to 
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the government review and reform package process under examination in this current 
study. 
 
To assist in clarity of purpose and understanding, AUQA later developed a glossary 
of terms on its website and their adopted definition of quality was one of fitness for 
purpose with clear guidelines and parameters (AUQA, 2011). As mentioned earlier, 
in Chapter 2, this definition described quality as being relative to the purpose or 
strategic direction of the providers. This meant a local, or situational, definition of 
quality as one of the parameters of a national audit activity (Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development , 1996, 2004). 
 
Overall, within the Australian context, it is not possible to ascertain whether the audit 
process overseen by AUQA has been effective in invoking change within higher 
education as the second cycle of audits was stopped short of completion (Department 
of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, 2011h). The planned schedule 
of quality audit for providers was a five-year cycle, with the first cycle completed in 
2007.  
 
On the one hand, AUQA (2011), guided by the work of Harvey and Green (1998), 
Harvey (1998) and Harvey and Newton (2004), viewed quality as fitness for purpose, 
where purpose was to be interpreted broadly to include mission, goals, objectives 
and specifications. In this case the university being reviewed was compared with its 
own predetermined standards and not determined by AUQA (Carroll, 2003). 
Therefore, this aligns to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development definition of quality as local and situational adopted by this thesis. On 
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the other hand, the audit also measures against external objectives such as institution 
accreditation and legislative requirements within the National Protocols for Higher 
Education Approval Processes (Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, 
Training and Youth Affairs, 2007a, 2007b, 2007c, 2007 d and 2007e). So this offers 
a type of benchmarking across all institutions. 
 
As summarised in Table 21, AUQA conducted forty-two audits during Cycle One, 
2002 to 2007, with all thirty-eight Table A higher education providers, three from 
Table B, and one from Other.2 The AUQA audit comprised of a self-audit by the 
higher education provider, a site visit by an external panel of experts, and a final 
report followed by an institutional response. This quality assurance model was 
administered in a stable manner and extension of the audit statements from 
commendations and recommendations to include affirmations was a natural 
evolution that contributed positively to how AUQA audits could place value on local 
work in progress. Finally, AUQA has left behind a tangible legacy with the existance 
of a library of quality audit reports that document a decade of learning and teaching 
practice in higher education in Australia. 
  
                                                 
2 Amalgamation of Higher Education Providers: There were two changes to public universities during 
the period of this thesis. Although the four institutions were audited separately, for the purposes of this 
thesis and in line with their integration, the Australian Defence Force Academy statements were 
integrated with the University of New South Wales, and the Australian Maritime College statements 
with the University of Tasmania. 
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Table 21:  
AUQA Cycle One, 2002 to 2007 
 
Source: AUQA website, 2002 to 2007 
Table Higher Education Providers AUQA Report
Australian Catholic University 2002
Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education 2006
Central Queensland University 2006
Charles Darwin University 2005
Charles Sturt University 2004
Curtin University of Technology 2002
Deakin University 2005
Edith Cowan University 2004
Griffith University 2004
James Cook University 2004
La Trobe University 2005
Macquarie University 2003
Monash University 2006
Murdoch University 2006
Queensland University of Technology 2005
Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology 2003
Southern Cross University 2003
Swinburne University of Technology 2003
The Australian National University 2007
The Flinders University of South Australia 2006
The University of Adelaide 2003
The University of Melbourne 2006
The University of Queensland 2003
The University of Sydney 2004
The University of Western Australia 2004
University of Ballarat 2002
University of Canberra 2003
University of New England 2004
University of New South Wales 2006
University of Newcastle 2003
University of South Australia 2004
University of Southern Queensland 2002
University of Tasmania 2005/2003
University of Technology, Sydney 2006
University of the Sunshine Coast 2007
University of Western Sydney 2007
University of Wollongong 2006
Victoria University 2006
Bond University 2005
Melbourne College of Divinity 2005
The University of Notre Dame 2003
Carnegie Mellon University, USA Cycle 2
University College London, UK Cycle 2
Australian College of Divinity Cycle 2
Australian Film, Television and Radio School 2007
Avondale College Cycle 2
Christian Heritage College Cycle 2
Tabor College, SA Cycle 2
Table 
A
Table 
B
Table 
C
Other
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5.6.4 AUQA’s premature closure 
As noted earlier, the external agency quality audits evaluation of higher education 
providers in Australia was closely aligned to the early model of self-regulatory self-
study model of quality assurance in America (Goldin & Fatz, 1999; Roades & Sporn, 
2002) and the performance evaluation and management system applied to 
government departments in Australia since 1997 (Mackay, 1998, 2004).  
 
AUQA’s quality assurance practices mirrored the model originally borrowed from 
business and government in America and with over one hundred and thirty years of 
international higher education practice. However, AUQA was prematurely closed in 
2012, within Cycle Two, when it was replaced with a new national regulatory 
agency, the Tertiary Education and Quality Standards Agency (Australian 
Government, 2012a). This was triggered by a change in political leadership and a 
move from a self-regulatory environment for higher education in Australia into a 
regulatory environment (Bradley, 2008). 
 
On 23 November 2011, the Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency 
announced that the Cycle Two AUQA audits would be abolished before the cycle 
was complete (Lane, 2011a). With a long history and ten-year lifespan of 
implementation and from a tradition spanning one hundred and thirty years in higher 
education, it may be suggested that AUQA was not a managerial fad, and suffered 
from premature closure, where the full potential of the national initiative remained 
unfulfilled.  
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As a result of the 2008 government review in higher education, AUQA concluded its 
operations on 31 December 2011, during Cycle Two audits. This signalled a change 
in the style of quality assurance from a self-regulatory self-audit style to a standards-
based accreditation style overseen by a regulatory body. It may be speculated that the 
short timeframes associated with a change in political leadership that then triggers a 
review of higher education in Australia may lead to partial implementation of policy 
and premature closure, regardless of success. 
5.7 Comparison between LTPF, ALTC and AUQA 
The enactment of the 2003 government reform package was focused on the 
implementation of the three national initiatives, LTPF, ALTC and AUQA. This 
section investigates the relationships between the three national initiatives and 
whether they are aligned in terms of intended or unintended outcomes.  
 
This section is structured to include the following. 
 
 5.7.1 Reward a few or invest in many? 
 5.7.2 Sending contradictory messages: LTPF and ALTC league tables 
 5.7.3 Evaluation of learning and teaching quality at a distance or up close  
and personal? 
5.7.1 Reward a few or invest in many? 
There is a significant difference in the distribution of LTPF funding and the 
participation outcomes of the ALTC suite of programs. Figure 16 offers a 
comparison of the dollar value of the funding distributed by LTPF and ALTC to the 
higher education providers. One difference is that the amount of money on offer 
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within each initiative was significant, $224 million distributed by LTPF compared 
with the distribution of $42 million by ALTC. A second difference is that the LTPF 
was focused on rewarding discipline groups and institutions using quantitative 
datasets, whereas the ALTC rewarded and recognised excellence of individuals and 
teams and invested in future research using a qualitative process. A third difference 
was the restricted nature of the LTPF funding distribution to thirty-one providers and 
limited to Table A providers, whereas ALTC engaged with providers from Table A, 
B and Other. Having said this, however, between the two national initiatives there 
was evidence of broad engagement across the higher education providers. 
 
The distribution of outcomes for the top five higher education providers for the LTPF 
(47%), Teaching Excellence (25%), Grant Scheme (32%), and Fellowships (76%) 
was different. The outcomes of the Teaching Excellence and Grant Schemes indicate 
that these were inclusive and attracted successful participation from a broad 
representation of the institutions. By comparison, the 47% represented by the top five 
in the LTPF stood out as biased to a select group, and this is reflective of a 
performance-based funding model that appeared to advantage some higher education 
providers and placed others at a distinct disadvantage.  
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Source: LTPF website, 2006 to 2008, and ALTC website, 2005 to 2008 
Figure 16: Comparison of LTPF and ALTC Funding Outcomes 
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Even though at the end of the annual funding round each year an expert panel 
evaluated the model and made adjustments, if the LTPF was a true indicator of 
learning and teaching quality, why was there no outcry about the poor quality 
learning and teaching profile presented by some higher education providers? In terms 
of the current study, it appears that good learning and teaching practice was rewarded 
and poor learning and teaching practice silently accepted. Perhaps this practice 
echoes the slogan mentioned in Chapter 3, “The standard you walk past is the 
standard you accept” (Leighton Safe, 2010, p. 1). This would benefit from future 
research. 
5.7.2 Sending contradictory messages: LTPF and ALTC 
league tables 
To bring forth the differences between the LTPF and ALTC, the current research has 
applied a by-product benchmark against the funding outcomes for Cycle One. Table 
22 ranks the public universities (Table A) from 1 to 29 in a League of Tables. This 
ranking is calculated by the Cycle One funding outcomes received by each 
institution. As mentioned earlier, in the first year of the LTPF funding scheme, each 
institution was given an individual score and this resulted in the media creating a 
League of Tables. After the annual review of the LTPF scheme, this individual score 
was not provided in subsequent years. However, the funding outcomes do provide an 
opportunity to produce by-product benchmarking and rank institutions by the 
funding allocation. As reflected in this table, the first 27 institutions received 
individual amounts, there were four institutions ranked at 28 with $500,000 and then 
another seven that received no funding. 
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Table 22 also portrays the Queensland profile within the LTPF outcomes as indicated 
by the shading. This state has a particular profile that is fairly unique in terms of the 
funding distribution. There were seven higher education providers, representing 18% 
($21,991,055) of the higher education providers; at the lower end of the scale it was 
the only state with three institutions that received no funding; at the higher end of the 
scale The University of Queensland, a Go8 member, was within the top five 
institutions and received approximately $19 million; and students who enter 
university in Queensland through direct entry from school are 12 months younger 
than their equivalent cohort in other states. In Queensland, 86% ($18,974,249) of the 
LTPF funding allocated went to one single higher education provider, three providers 
shared 11% ($3,016,806) and three providers received no funding. 
 
Regardless of other external factors, the Queensland state profile indicated that there 
was significant disparity between the LTPF outcomes for its universities with the 
majority of the Queensland funding awarded to The University of Queensland (4th), 
and the minority shared across two institutions, Griffith University (equal 28th) and 
James Cook University (equal 28th), while the remaining three Queensland 
institutions, Central Queensland University (equal 29th), Queensland University of 
Technology (equal 29th) and University of Southern Queensland (equal 29th) 
received no funding at all. If the LTPF performance-based funding model provided 
incentive funding to reward excellence in learning and teaching quality, then where 
are the interventions, strategies or mechanisms to improve the profile of the majority 
of universities in Queensland? As mentioned earlier, this would also benefit from 
further research. 
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Table 22:  
LTPF Cycle One funding league table 
 
Source: LTPF website, 2006 to 2008 
  
Rank Higher Education Providers: Table A LTPF Cycle One Alliances
1 The University of Melbourne $27,125,458 Go8
2 Monash University $22,610,063 Go8
3 The University of Sydney $19,946,731 Go8
4 The University of Queensland Qld $18,974,249 Go8
5 University of New South Wales $17,302,475 Go8
6 University of Wollongong $16,421,857 Other
7 University of Technology, Sydney $13,954,786 ATN
8 The University of Western Australia $11,604,443 Go8
9 The Australian National University $10,053,340 Go8
10 Swinburne University of Technology $9,990,678 Other
11 Murdoch University $7,052,821 IRU
12 University of Canberra $5,563,044 Other
13 University of Tasmania $5,539,553 Other
14 University of New England $5,332,532 RUN
15 University of Ballarat $4,851,748 RUN
16 Macquarie University $2,994,432 Other
17 La Trobe University $2,922,052 IRU
18 Southern Cross University $2,711,531 RUN
19 Australian Catholic University $2,610,000 Other
20 The Flinders University of South Australia $2,426,237 IRU
21 Deakin University $2,216,927 Other
22 University of the Sunshine Coast $2,016,806 RUN
23 Victoria University $1,878,229 Other
24 The University of Adelaide $1,842,131 Go8
25 Edith Cowan University $1,583,416 Other
26 Charles Sturt University $1,461,601 Other
27 Curtin University $1,000,000 ATN
28 Griffith University Qld $500,000 IRU
28 James Cook University Qld $500,000 IRU
28 Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology $500,000 ATN
28 University of Newcastle $500,000 IRU
29 Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education $0 Other
29 Central Queensland University Qld $0 RUN
29 Charles Darwin University $0 IRU
29 Queensland University of Technology Qld $0 ATN
29 University of South Australia $0 ATN
29 University of Southern Queensland Qld $0 RUN
29 University of Western Sydney $0 Other
Total $223,987,140
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In the same manner in which a league table was developed from the ordinal ranking 
provided in the 2006 LTPF funding outcomes, from analysis of the data it was 
possible to develop apply by-product benchmarking to produce a league table from 
ALTC Cycle One funding outcomes (see Table 23) for Table A institutions. The 
limitation to Table A providers allows for comparison between the two initiatives. As 
each institution received a unique amount of funding from the ALTC suite of 
programs, it was possible to rank the intuitions from 1 to 38 for Cycle One. 
 
The Queensland profile here is very different from that portrayed through the LTPF 
league table for Cycle One. Within ALTC, Queensland University of Technology 
(1st) has the top place, above The University of Queensland (2nd), Griffith 
University (7th), University of Southern Queensland (21st), James Cook University 
(31st), University of the Sunshine Coast (35th), and Central Queensland University 
(36th). 
 
The most profound difference between the outcomes of the LTPF and the ALTC was 
found in the comparison between The University of Queensland (LTPF 4th; ALTC 
2nd) and Queensland University of Technology (LTPF 28th; ALTC 1st). This would 
suggest that the quality being rewarded through the LTPF performance model was 
considerably different from that recognised by the ALTC suite of programs. This 
may have been mitigated if the funding allocations between the two institutions were 
similar, however, as The University of Queensland collectively across LTPF and 
ALTC received $22.25 million and Queensland University of Technology 
collectively across LTPF and ALTC received $3.25 million.  
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Table 23:  
ALTC Cycle One outcomes league table 
 
Source: ALTC Website, 2005 to 2008 
Rank Higher Education Providers - Table A ALTC Cycle One Alliances
1 Queensland University of Technology Qld $3,287,561 ATN
2 The University of Queensland Qld $3,269,007 Go8
3 University of Technology, Sydney $2,551,768 ATN
4 The University of Sydney $2,371,208 Go8
5 University of South Australia $2,149,470 ATN
6 The University of Melbourne $2,012,819 Go8
7 Griffith University Qld $1,897,473 IRU
8 Macquarie University $1,579,374 Other
9 University of Wollongong $1,532,722 Other
10 University of New England $1,439,931 RUN
11 University of New South Wales $1,424,961 Go8
12 Curtin University of Technology $1,353,729 ATN
13 Murdoch University $1,161,270 IRU
14 The Australian National University $1,093,564 Go8
15 University of Newcastle $1,072,722 IRU
16 The Flinders University of South Australia $1,014,705 IRU
17 University of Tasmania $988,914 Other
18 Monash University $968,771 Go8
19 Charles Darwin University $939,437 IRU
20 Deakin University $917,392 Other
21 University of Southern Queensland Qld $794,611 RUN
22 The University of Western Australia $764,352 Go8
23 Edith Cowan University $741,124 Other
24 Charles Sturt University $727,891 Other
25 The University of Adelaide $677,404 Go8
26 Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology $660,850 ATN
27 University of Canberra $592,062 Other
28 Victoria University $580,721 Other
29 La Trobe University $580,000 IRU
30 University of Western Sydney $560,915 Other
31 James Cook University $447,206 IRU
32 Australian Catholic University $421,825 Other
33 Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education $380,000 Other
34 Swinburne University of Technology $363,000 Other
35 University of the Sunshine Coast Qld $269,887 RUN
36 Central Queensland University Qld $115,000 RUN
37 Southern Cross University $75,000 RUN
38 University of Ballarat $50,000 RUN
Total $41,828,646
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This would suggest learning and teaching quality agenda models were evaluating 
significantly different elements of quality. Whether this was a deliberate design by 
the government or happenstance, the message to stakeholders could be considered as 
mixed and somewhat confusing in nature. 
5.7.3 Evaluation of learning and teaching quality at a distance 
or up close and personal? 
The LTPF and AUQA are different models of quality assurance applied to higher 
education. Features of the LTPF model included:  
 
(i) operated at a distance from the institution 
(ii) enacted an annual cycle 
(iii) defined learning and teaching quality for accountability purposes at a 
national level 
(iv) determined quality by quantitative outcomes and outputs 
(v) had no dialogue between the government authority and the higher 
education providers 
(vi) imposed no cost to the institutions as it used existing reporting data 
(vii) had funding attached to the LTPF model.  
 
While features of the AUQA model included:  
 
(i) required each higher education provider to engage with the process 
(ii) had a five-year cycle 
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(iii) defined learning and teaching quality for improvement of the student 
learning experience at the local and situational level  
(iv) determined quality through self-review and external audit 
(v) engaged in ongoing dialogue between the institution and the expert panel 
of auditors with links from one audit to the next 
(vi) imposed a cost to the institution to undertake the self-review and 
participate in the audit 
(vii) had no funding attached to the AUQA model 
(viii) left behind a legacy of a library of quality audit reports. 
 
The meteoric four-year lifespan of the LTPF managerial fad left behind a legacy that 
may lead higher education providers and the academy to take a more compliance-
driven approach to quality assurance. This could be viewed as a failure when 
compared with the successful decade of AUQA quality audit approach that leaves 
behind a library of audit reports documenting the history of learning and teaching 
quality of the time. On reflection, the LTPF rewarded learning and teaching quality 
through sectoral-level quantitative indicators, whereas AUQA was up close and 
personal with the local quality of the institution under review.  
5.8 Illumination LTPF, ALTC, and AUQA’s intended 
and unintended outcomes 
This section illuminates both the intended and unintended outcomes of the three 
national initiatives emerging from the 2003 government reform package.  
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
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5.8.1 ALTC and AUQA archives of artefacts remain as legacies 
5.8.2 Mapping the national initiatives against the Schema of Higher 
 Education 
5.8.3 LTPF participation criteria 
5.8.4 ALTC outcome statements 
5.8.5 AUQA audit statements 
5.8.6 The focus of the three national initiatives 
5.8.1 ALTC and AUQA archives of artefacts remain as 
legacies 
Of the three national initiatives focused on learning and teaching, the footprints, or 
legacies, left behind by ALTC and AUQA were greater than that of the LTPF in 
terms of archives of artefacts. From ALTC, there was considerable investment made 
into research in higher education through the suite of ALTC programs. For example, 
the resources, findings, reports and networks developed through these activities left a 
legacy that is a serious contribution to the field. As described in Chapter 3, despite 
any issues of ease of access, the legacy of artefacts was substantial and, for the 
current thesis, found to be incredibly valuable. From AUQA, there are one hundred 
and twenty-seven quality audit reports of ninety-four unique higher education 
providers (Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency, 2013). This legacy 
provides a documentary history of a decade of learning and teaching quality in higher 
education in Australia, 2002 to 2012, that is publicly available as individual data or a 
full dataset for research. It offered an opportunity for research, as is evident by the 
current thesis, and a case of policy implementation of a particular type of quality 
model. However, by comparison with ALTC and AUQA, the legacy left behind by 
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the LTPF in terms of artefacts or contributions to research was limited. At best, 
LTPF left behind a 2006 league of tables and a record of distributed funding, and 
perhaps the responsibility of leading higher education stakeholders to take a 
compliance approach to the learning and teaching quality agenda in higher education 
in Australia. 
5.8.2 Mapping the national initiatives against the Schema of 
Higher Education 
As shown in Figure 17, this section maps the three national initiatives against the 
Schema of Higher Education to determine how similar or different were the foci of 
their Cycle One. At the strategic level of the national initiative outcomes, as shown 
in Table 24, LTPF 100% (13) and ALTC 100% (983) mapped wholly against 
learning and teaching, while AUQA’s 100% (1,457) statements mapped more 
broadly against learning and teaching 48% (696), research 10% (148) and 
organisation 42% (613). This demonstrates alignment between the three national 
initiatives on their focus on learning and teaching with AUQA showing a broader 
focus than LTPF and ALTC. 
 
When the three national initiatives are compared in this format, it is fairly obvious 
that LTPF had the narrowest focus and distributed the largest amount of funding, 
while AUQA had the broadest focus; the only alignment was found in their shared 
focus on learning and teaching practice.  
Chapter 5 Results: Implementation of national initiatives  Page 231 
 
 
Figure 17: National initiatives mapped against the Schema of Higher Education 
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Methodology
Recognition
 
PEDAGOGY (after Biggs 1996) (n=1,689)
RESEARCH ORGANISATION
ORGANISATION (n=613)
Culture and community
Faculties and divisions
Management
Policy
Outcomes/performance
Workforce and professional 
development
RESEARCH  (n= 148)
Centres of excellence
Professional development
Research outcomes
Professional development
INSTITUTIONAL ENVIRONMENT (n=761)
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Table 24:  
National initiatives statements mapped against the Schema of Higher Education 
 
Source: LTPF, 2006 to 2008, ALTC, 2005 to 2008, and AUQA, 2002 to 2007 websites 
SCHEMA OF HIGHER EDUCATION
(N = 2,456 statements)
LTPF 
$225 million
(n = 10)
ALTC 
$42 million
(n = 983)
AUQA
(n = 1,457)
Pedagogy (after Biggs, 1996) (1,689 statements) 10 983 696
Learning outcomes 5 83 120
Discipline attributes 22 5
Employment/transitions out 1 28 5
Evaluation 2 11 73
Graduate attributes/skills 2 20 25
Transnational 2 12
Learning-focused activities 0 260 110
Environment 126 31
Real World 32 4
Resources/library 50 48
Technology/online 52 27
Student factors 1 164 123
Diversity 40 31
Learning community 1 62 35
Services 7 35
First year/transitions in 55 22
Teaching context 4 476 343
Assessment 52 21
Curriculum 96 100
Leadership 132 55
Methodology 1 82 13
Recognition 57 18
Research training 41 81
Teacher training 3 16 55
Research (148 statements) 148
Centres of excellence 44
Professional development 45
Research outcomes 33
Professional development 26
Organisation (613 statements) 613
Culture and community 97
Faculties and divisions 66
Management 153
Policy 60
Outcomes/performance 142
Workforce and professional development 95
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5.8.3 LTPF participation criteria  
Providers were required to meet  six participation criteria to ensure they were eligible 
for LPTF funding. Furthermore, the LTPF applied a performance model with seven 
performance indicators against government-identified statistics to determine funding 
allocation outcomes. These two data sources offer insight into how the Australian 
government defines teaching excellence in higher education. 
 
Table 24 demonstrates that the LTPF definition of teaching excellence was focused 
on learning and teaching within the Schema of Higher Education and these were 
limited to one element of the Schema only, learning and teaching. The LTPF did not 
extend its focus to research or organisation. 
5.8.4 ALTC outcome statements 
Each awards, grants, and fellowships scheme included a title and statement 
identifying the area of interest or excellence contained within the application. These 
statements were mapped against the Schema of Higher Education. The numbers 
represent the number of statements mapped under that topic area. For example, under 
learning and teaching within learning outcomes and under discipline attributes, there 
were twenty-two statements within the awards and grants directly related to 
discipline attributes. Table 24 reveals that ALTC was focused on both rewarding and 
investing in research in learning and teaching. ALTC successful applications were 
mapped 100% (983) against the Schema of Higher Education: 7% (63) learning 
outcomes, 27% (260) learning-focused activities, 17% (164) student factors and 48% 
(476) teaching context.  
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5.8.5 AUQA audit statements  
There were 1,457 AUQA audit statements of commendation, affirmation and 
recommendation stated within thirty-eight higher education provider audit reports. 
Table 24 maps these statements against the theoretical Schema of Higher Education 
at the top level: learning and teaching 48% (696), research 10% (148) and 
organisation 42% (613). The figures on the right-hand side indicate how many 
statements were attributed to that tier. 
5.8.6 The focus of the three national initiatives 
In relation to the 2003 government reform package, it is difficult to understand how 
it can achieve widespread organisational change at a sectoral level when the national 
government reviews in higher education and the national initiatives were engaged 
with different focus. All three national initiatives were focused on the public (Table 
A) universities; however, the private, international and other providers (Table B, C, 
and Other) were excluded from the LTPF, which was the most significant funding 
available from these initiatives. This may send mixed messages to the higher 
education sector about which institutions are required to focus on learning and 
teaching quality. 
 
There are similarities across the higher education and vocational education and 
training sectors. Both sectors offer post-secondary non-compulsory schooling. As 
shown in the section in Chapter 2 on the Australian Qualifications Framework, there 
was overlap between the sectors within the areas of diploma and advanced diploma, 
and into awarding degrees (though this was limited in the vocational education and 
training sector). There was overlap in the age group of the students, as both types of 
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institutions accept mature-age students. During the period for this thesis, both sectors 
were governed by the same council, the Ministerial Council for Education, 
Employment, Training and Youth Affairs. Some higher education providers are 
identified as dual sector, ranging across both higher education and vocational 
education and training, and others that are identified as mixed sector; that is, a higher 
education provider and Registered Training Organisation. 
 
However, several important differences that go beyond diversity of history and 
purpose were identified between vocational education and training and higher 
education. The higher education sector was comprised of one hundred and eleven 
higher education providers, which represent public, private and international 
universities and other private organisations. Vocational education and training was 
comprised of state and federal government-based regional and metropolitan 
institutions. The Productivity Commission (2010b) identified vocational education 
and training practitioners as dual professionals; that is, discipline and teaching 
experts, whereas the higher education academy would self-identify as disciplinary 
experts. Moreover, the higher education sector has had an external audit process 
managed through an independent quality agency, AUQA, since 2002, whereas this is 
new to the vocational education and training sector.  
 
As an outcome of these different activities, consideration of target focus is highly 
relevant to the anticipated outcomes and impact for any future strategies for change. 
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5.9 Australian profile of quality in higher education in 
2008 
In Chapter 2, the purpose of the quality initiatives on the international and national 
profiles were classified under three categories: improvement, performance and 
accountability. After analysis of the outcomes from the three national initiatives in 
this chapter, the current researcher extended this diagram to include a fourth category 
investment. The term investment is defined as investment in future research and 
future researchers focused on learning and teaching in higher education in Australia. 
Figure 18 provides Australia’s profile during the period of this study, from 2002 to 
2008.  
 
Figure 18: Classification of Australian quality initiatives in higher education in 2008 based on 
purpose 
 
The specific classifications were: (i) annual benchmarking through national student 
feedback surveys (CEQ and GDS) and performance-based funding to reward 
pedagogical improvement (LTPF) using national performance indicators, considered 
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improvement; (ii) government departmental self-audit self-reviews, AUQA external-
audit self-reviews, ALTC merit-based recognition of pedagogical excellence and 
LTPF performance-based funding to reward pedagogical excellence, considered 
performance; (iii) outputs–outcomes framework through government reporting that 
informs institutional performance portfolios, continue to be considered 
accountability; and (iv) a new classification where ALTC learning and teaching grant 
funding and fellowship schemes, considered to be investment.  
 
This provides evidence that the focus on learning and teaching quality in higher 
education was extended as: the LTPF, ALTC, and AUQA were all focused on 
performance; ALTC made a strong effort within the investment category and LTPF 
extended its scope to include improvement. As a result of these three national 
initiatives, the Australian profile of learning and teaching quality offered a broader 
base between the period 2002 to 2008, to include improvement, performance, 
accountability and investment. 
5.10 Conclusion 
From the evidence presented in this chapter, the author proposes that the 2003 
government reform package was successful in bringing attention to learning and 
teaching practice in the Australian higher education sector through three national 
initiatives, LTPF, ALTC, and AUQA. These initiatives were successfully 
implemented with the full delivery of Cycle One. Each initiative applied a different 
model of quality assurance, each of which was considered to be complementary to 
the others. The LTPF applied a little-known outputs–outcomes model and applied a 
performance-based funding model of quality assurance at institution and discipline 
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levels. The ALTC, building on the previous work of the Australian Universities 
Teaching Committee, delivered a suite of recognition programs and future 
investment grants of quality assurance at individual academic, team, and program 
levels. AUQA applied an external audit self-study model of quality assurance that 
extended its focus beyond learning and teaching practice to also embrace institution 
and research elements of an institution’s profile. These models of quality assurance 
were extensive and complementary in nature, and were inclusive of the diversity 
found within learning and teaching in higher education in Australia. 
 
For all the successful aspects of these three national initiatives, some factors were 
found within the LTPF that appear to have been detrimental to learning and teaching 
practice. The specific features of the LTPF were:  
 
(i) fleeting, meteoric nature 
(ii) the $224 million funding distribution that resulted in an unbalanced 
outcome that favoured the Go8 universities 
(iii) the by-product league table that was detrimental to the reputation of those 
universities that were unsuccessful in receiving funding  
(iv) the brevity of its four-year lifespan.  
 
These features would deem the LTPF to be viewed as unsuccessful and named a 
managerial fad.  
 
In contrast, the AUQA style of quality assurance, with its one hundred and thirty 
years of history, appeared well received and well understood by the sector. The 
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premature closure of AUQA in 2012, when the new national regulatory agency 
Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (2012a, 2012b) was introduced, 
meant the sector needed to move away from a well-known and well-understood 
traditional model of quality assurance. Another significant shift in the learning and 
teaching policy environment that withstood three changes of administration, from 
Australian Universities Teaching Committee to ALTC to where it now resides within 
the Office for Learning and Teaching (2012b) within the Australian government, 
ALTC stands out as the only remaining initiative of the three national initiatives 
examined within this study. It demonstrates a quality assurance model that has 
developed over twenty years. This endurance, beyond administration, demonstrated 
the value placed on recognition of and investment in learning and teaching practice 
by stakeholders within the higher education sector. 
 
The next chapter answers Question 3: How did the 2003 government reform package 
change the profile of the learning and teaching quality agenda in higher education in 
Australia? It presents the results of the datasets selected to identify the practical 
impact on learning and teaching practice at the institution level and academic level 
through peer-reviewed journal articles. 
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Chapter 6 Results: Practical influence on 
learning and teaching practice 
This chapter moves beyond the implementation of the 2003 government reform 
package through the three national learning and teaching initiatives, to consider the 
extent to which change in learning and teaching practice may be identified and 
attributed to this government reform. Specifically, it addresses Research Question 3: 
How did the 2003 government reform package change the profile of the learning and 
teaching quality agenda in higher education in Australia? Further, is there any 
observable learning and teaching change directly linked to the 2003 government 
reform package and the three national initiatives? This chapter investigates the 
observable outcomes of change through the period of the thesis, 2002 to 2008.  
 
This chapter is structured to include the following sections. 
 
6.1 Benchmarking learning and teaching quality 
6.2 Employment practices in higher education 
6.3 Research capacity building in higher education 
6.4 Scholarship of teaching 
6.5 Illumination of unintended outcomes 
6.6 Conclusion 
 
This chapter draws on datasets that provide evidence on the role that the 2003 
government reform package played in influencing changes to learning and teaching 
practices in higher education in Australia. 
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6.1 Benchmarking learning and teaching quality 
As mentioned in Chapter 3, the government was keen to benchmark learning and 
teaching quality and identified eleven benchmarking measures that were embedded 
within the LTPF participation requirements and the performance-based funding 
model (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2005c). This section 
examines benchmarking through the following sub-sections: learning and teaching 
given prominence on a higher education provider’s main webpage; promotion 
criteria demonstrating a de facto standard; formal learning and teaching 
qualifications in higher education – supported not enacted; and whether learning and 
teaching plans provide guidance on standards. 
 
Table 25 provides full detail on the four benchmarks listed below. 
 
Benchmark 6.1 Learning and teaching plans 
Benchmark 6.3 Scholarly teaching (Graduate Certificate offered to the  
   academy) 
Benchmark 6.4 Teaching environment (website front page has a learning and  
   teaching link). 
Benchmark 6.5 Effective academic review processes (promotion criteria  
   available). 
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Table 25:  
Benchmarking elements of LTPF participation criteria 
 
Source: Higher education providers’ websites, 2008 (See Appendix K) 
 
Table Higher Education Providers
Website
Front Page
BM6.4
L&T Plan
BM6.1
Graduate
Certificate
BM6.3
Promotion
Criteria
BM6.5
Australian Catholic University    
Australian National University, The    
Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education    
Central Queensland University    
Charles Darwin University    
Charles Sturt University    
Curtin University    
Deakin University    
Edith Cowan University    
Flinders Universtiy    
Griffith University    
James Cook University    
La Trobe University    
Macquarie University    
Monash University    
Murdoch University    
Queensland University of Technology    
RMIT University    
Southern Cross University    
Swinburne University of Technology    
University of Adelaide, The    
University of Ballarat    
University of Canberra    
University of Melbourne, The    
University of New England    
University of New South Wales    
University of Newcastle    
University of Queensland, The    
University of South Australia    
University of Southern Queensland    
University of Sydney, The    
University of Tasmania    
University of Technology, Sydney    
University of the Sunshine Coast    
University of Western Australia, The   Deakin 
University of Western Sydney   Murdoch or ECU 
University of Wollongong    
Victoria University    
Bond University    Nil
Melbourne College of Divinity  Nil Nil Nil
University of Notre Dame  Nil - Nil
Carnegie Mellon University, USA Nil - - -
University College London, UK  - - -
Australian College of Divinity Nil Nil Nil Nil
Australian Film, Television and Radio School  Nil Nil Nil
Avondale College  Nil Nil Nil
Christian Heritage College  Nil Nil Nil
Tabor College  Nil Nil Nil
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The data were sourced from higher education provider websites (restricted to the 
target audience of the ALTC national initiative) and the front web page for each site 
was imported into NVivo software. Wherever a link to learning and teaching, or one 
of its alternative terms such as teaching, education or learning and teaching, were 
found, this was noted, as was an absence of these. The learning and teaching plans, 
information about opportunities for the graduate certificate and promotions policy 
documents were similarly downloaded, imported into the software and coded. The 
source data for this section was the websites of each individual institution. Rather 
than list each reference within this section, the full list is available in Appendix K. 
 
This section is structured to include the following. 
 
6.1.1 Learning and teaching valued on higher education providers’ main  
web page 
 6.1.2 Promotion criteria demonstrate a potential de facto standard. 
6.1.3 Rhetorical support for formal learning and teaching qualifications  
in higher education  
 6.1.4 Do learning and teaching plans provide any guidance on standards? 
6.1.1 Learning and teaching valued on higher education 
providers’ main web page 
The researcher found, in 2008, four indicators that were LTPF participation criteria 
required for higher education providers’ valued learning and teaching. First, that all 
public higher education providers offered a link to learning and teaching on the front 
page of their websites. Second, the strategic direction of learning and teaching was 
supported through a learning and teaching plan. Third, academic staff were offered 
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professional development through formal learning and teaching qualifications (either 
internal or external courses). Finally, all institutions recognised learning and teaching 
as one of generally three elements within promotion (learning and teaching, research, 
and service or leadership). These indicators meant that the public providers were 
compliant with the four LTPF participation requirements and, as an outcome linked 
to the LTPF, there are some qualifiers to this statement. It is outside of the scope of 
the current study to determine the extent to which these four were in place prior to 
2002 or whether these indicators had direct influence and changed institutional 
learning and teaching practice.  
 
However, it would appear to support the notion that the audience for a learning and 
teaching initiative may influence practice. It was found that higher education 
providers that were not a university and were ineligible to participate in the LTPF, 
without tangible encouragement to change practice, were less likely to value learning 
and teaching through these four indicators. 
6.1.2 Promotion criteria demonstrate a potential de facto 
standard 
Promotion practices are a standard institutional activity in higher education in 
Australia, where academic staff prepare an application against a set of criteria 
(Norton, 2012). Promotion criteria were publicly available on provider websites for 
all public higher education providers, which complied with the LTPF participation 
requirements (Teaching and Learning Unit Higher Education Group, 2005, 2006, 
2007). This practice of public access to promotion criteria was deliberately 
encouraged through the LTPF participation requirements from 2006 to 2008. 
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Evidence of a level self-regulation by the sector can be gleaned from the extent that 
promotional criteria aligned with government policy requirements. Analysis of 
available promotional criteria obtained from websites revealed consistency across 
institutions. 
 
Research and learning and teaching were found in all institutions, and this was 
usually combined with service or leadership to provide the three general promotion 
criteria (see Appendix L for the promotion criteria to Level C for Griffith University, 
2008). Although limited in its volume, some concern was raised in the literature that, 
despite inclusive promotion criteria, research continued to dominate the decision 
making for promotion (Eustace, 1988; Metcalf, et al., 2005; O’Meara, 2003; Rix, 
2007). Therefore, there was the potential for a de facto standard was possible through 
self-regulation by the sector and through promotion criteria when all universities 
valued teaching as one element of promotion.  
 
The researcher also examined the promotion criteria for all higher education 
providers included in this study. In contrast to the learning and teaching plans, the 
promotion criteria of all public universities are available on their websites and found 
to contain learning and teaching and research as two constant elements. For that 
reason, promotion criteria were included as one line of data included and linked to 
the government’s benchmarks and the LTPF participation requirements. The 
outcomes are presented in Table 26. 
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Table 26:  
Promotion categories for public higher education providers in 2008 
 
Source: Higher education provider websites, 2008 
 
Of the thirty-eight higher education providers examined, there were typically three 
main promotion categories, learning and teaching (100%), research (100%) and 
leadership (95%). This would substantiate that learning and teaching and research 
featured across all public providers and could offer an opportunity to benchmark 
learning and teaching practice through promotion as a potential de facto standard for 
the higher education sector. 
6.1.3 Rhetorical support for formal learning and teaching 
qualifications in higher education 
As discussed in Chapter 3, the rhetoric about, and support for, the issue of teaching 
qualifications for academics has been broad and reiterated in a number of forums 
(Australian Qualifications Framework, 2007; Australian Vice-Chancellor’s 
Committee, 1993; LTPF Issues Paper, 2004). During the period of this thesis, 2002 
to 2008, there were no national standards in the Australian higher education sector 
that required academic staff engaged in a teaching role to hold or attain formal 
qualifications in learning and teaching. The government does not collect information 
about formal qualifications in learning and teaching (Higher Education Statistics, 
2008); there is no professional body that regulates this space, nor are there any pre- 
Promotion Categories
(N = 38 public providers)
Total
Pegagogy 38
Research 38
Leadership 36
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or post-employment requirements (Chalmers, 2007, 2010). As outlined in Chapter 4, 
the Australian Vice-Chancellor’s Committee (1993) suggested formal learning and 
teaching qualifications for academic staff in 1993 and the debate has continued with 
no specific national action to establish a standard for the formal learning and 
teaching qualifications for academic staff engaged in a teaching role. At present, the 
standard remains the same. There are no national standards or requirements or 
qualifications in learning and teaching required for academic staff engaged in a 
teaching role in higher education in Australia. 
 
Once again, the quotation found on a safety jacket “The standard you walk past is the 
standard you accept” (Leighton Safe, 2010, p. 1) is a reminder to all higher education 
stakeholders that such an absence appears to be accepted and acceptable. Whether to 
expect academics engaged in a teaching role to acquire or hold qualifications in 
learning and teaching and whether to collect information on the current status of 
learning and teaching qualifications has fuelled a great deal of discussion in recent 
years. This debate continues to be rhetorical, with no evidence to suggest a solution 
will be forthcoming in the short term. 
6.1.4 Do learning and teaching plans provide any guidance 
on standards? 
The researcher downloaded the various published learning and teaching plans, 
imported them into NVivo and analysed the different styles and content to determine 
whether these offered any de facto standard in learning and teaching for higher 
education. It was found that the plans were fwide ranging in purpose and style. For 
example, some learning and teaching plans offered a mission-style approach, with 
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broad statements of intent through to plans, where there were key performance 
indicators mapped against a timeline. Another style of learning and teaching plan 
was more aspirational, with particular goals outlined but no measures or key 
performance indicators to suggest what would constitute successful outcomes. 
Therefore, while public higher education providers were literally compliant with the 
participation conditions of the LTPF, there was little or no opportunity to benchmark 
learning and teaching practice beyond the mere existence of the plans themselves. 
 
In summary, this section examines benchmarking learning and teaching quality 
through examination of institutional websites, promotion practices, formal learning 
and teaching qualifications, and learning and teaching plans. There was evidence that 
all public institutions demonstrate that learning and teaching is valued through a link 
on their main web pages, learning and teaching as one of three main criteria in 
promotions and institutions offers academic staff the opportunity to acquire formal 
learning and teaching qualifications. Yet the learning and teaching plans contained 
little standard purpose, content or layout that would lend itself to benchmarking. At 
the end of the period of this study in 2008, there remained no formal national 
standards across the Australian higher education sector that required academic staff 
to possess or acquire formal learning and teaching qualifications. 
6.2 Employment practices in higher education 
As described in Chapter 4, the government placed an increased focus on learning and 
teaching emerging from the 2003 government reform package and the 
implementation of the three national initiatives, LTPF, ALTC, and AUQA.  
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This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
6.2.1 How employment opportunities are published 
6.2.2 Employment advertisement representation by higher education  
 providers 
6.2.3 Advertised employment opportunities by category and classification 
6.2.4 Advertised employment opportunities by provider and category 
6.2.5 Employment practices as institutional resistance to change 
6.2.6 Casualisation of the academic workforce 
6.2.1 How employment opportunities are published 
This chapter is focused on Research Question 3: How did the 2003 government 
reform package change the profile of the learning and teaching quality agenda in 
higher education in Australia? This section examines the employment database, 
created by the current researcher for the purposes of this thesis from advertised 
opportunities to academic staff, to examine employment opportunities for academic 
staff across the higher education sector in Australia during the period 2006 to 2008. 
This examination is designed to determine whether learning and teaching is a focus 
within the advertised employment opportunities, and thus valued by institutions, and 
if the employment practices of institutions have changed as a result of the national 
activities. 
 
This segment outlines the development of the employment database, provides a 
profile of the advertising practices for employment opportunities for academics in 
The Australian and interrogates the data through four categories. These categories 
are: management, teaching and research, research-only and teaching-only.  
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Employment opportunities for academics were usually advertised within the Higher 
Education Supplement and CareerOne of The Australian and these publications 
formed the basis of the employment database created for this thesis. Academic 
advertisements found within the front sections of The Australian newspaper did 
occur on occasion, but these were usually repeated within the Higher Education 
Supplement and CareerOne section in the same edition. The Higher Education 
Supplement and CareerOne sections of the Wednesday (90% of advertisements) and 
weekend editions (10% of advertisements) of The Australian continue to be a 
credible source of advertised academic positions for the higher education sector in 
Australia. The findings described below are derived from the author’s own database, 
where details of each higher education advertisement within every edition of the 
Higher Education Supplement and CareerOne from The Australian newspaper were 
entered as a single record.  
 
Year of publication of advertisement: As shown in Table 27, over the period 2006 
to 2008 there were 12,492 positions advertised in The Australian. These were 
distributed as 28% (3,561) in 2006, 27% (3,358) in 2007 and 45% (5,573) in 2008. 
There was an increase over the period, mainly in the final year, 2008, and, while this 
increase would support the idea of greater employment opportunities for the 
academy, this study is limited to the investigation at the point of advertisement. 
Further study would be required to determine if advertised positions then translate 
into appointments of academic staff. 
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Table 27:  
Advertisements by year 
 
Source: The Australian, 2006 to 2008 
 
Month of publication of advertisement: As depicted in Figure 19, over the period 
2006 to 2008, advertised opportunities for academics were published, grouped by 
month. There was an initial peak in May with a stronger peak in September, October 
and November, and this would suggest that institutions were preparing for their next 
main teaching period. There were noticeable differences within the months of June 
and December; however, overall, there is a trend for more activity towards the end of 
the year, leading into a new year. In understanding this pattern, academic staff may 
plan for when they are best placed to seek career opportunities. In terms of the 
current study, it offers a three-year trend that indicates that, although there appears to 
be an overall peak, the yearly comparisons do show differences. 
 
Future research could investigate the external indicators that may restrict or promote 
opportunities for employment for academic staff. 
 
Year Advertisements
2006 3,561                                                                            
2007 3,358                                                                            
2008 5,573                                                                            
Total 12,492                                                                         
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Source: The Australian, 2006 to 2008 
Figure 19: Positions by year and month of advertisement 
6.2.2 Employment advertisement representation by higher 
education providers 
This section confirms the representation of advertisements across the higher 
education sector and the strategic approach to an ageing workforce taken by one 
institution, Queensland University of Technology. 
 
All forty Table A and Table B higher education providers advertised in The 
Australian at some time during the period 2006 to 2008. This spread validates the 
selection and use of The Australian as an appropriate public resource for the 
advertisement stage of employment practice within the higher education sector in 
Australia. 
 
As described in Chapter 4, there is concern among higher education providers and 
the government, and evidenced within the literature, that the sector is faced with an 
ageing workforce (Anderson, et al., 2002; James, 2006; McInnes, 2000). On entering 
the advertisements in the database, one advertisement stood out as offering the 
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highest number of full-time positions (27) in a single advertisement. Queensland 
University of Technology advertised each year under examination, 2006 to 2008, for 
early-career academics with the highest number offered being 27. As an employee of 
this provider, the researcher can verify that this practice continues and, for example, 
in 2011 more than sixty early-career academics were appointed, and this is part of a 
workforce sustainability program. 
6.2.3 Advertised employment opportunities by category and 
classification 
This section describes the different types of advertised employment opportunities for 
the period 2006 to 2008, within employment categories and employment 
classifications as a comparison point for the government statistical reporting within 
Chapter 5. 
 
Employment categories: As shown in Table 28, overall there were 12,492 
employment advertisements, in management 2% (235), research-only 25% (3,113), 
teaching and research 71% (8,857), and teaching-only 2% (287). The teaching and 
research positions remain the dominant type of advertised employment opportunities 
for the academy. 
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Table 28:  
Advertised employment opportunities 2006 to 2008 
 
Source: The Australian, 2006 to 2008 
 
Management category: As shown in Table 28, within the management category, 
advertised opportunities for employment were located within Above Senior Lecturer 
category only. There were advertisements across all forty Table A and Table B 
higher education providers in the management category. This is a highly influential 
area of employment where the incumbents would offer leadership and strategic 
direction to their institutions. For example, where The University of Sydney 
advertised the highest number of management positions (14), this may reflect 
organisational change or directional change for this institution. Whereas for Central 
Queensland University and Charles Sturt University, where there were no positions 
advertised in this category, it may reflect a period of stability or demonstrate little 
influence from the national initiatives.  
 
research-only category: As shown in Table 28, there were 3,113 positions within 
the research-only category distributed across four categories with positions in Above 
Senior Lecturer 4% (139), Senior Lecturer 14% (428), Lecturer 71% (2,196), and 
Below Lecturer 11% (350). There were advertisements for research-only positions 
Advertised Employment 
Opportunities 2006 to 2008 Management
Research
Only
Teaching and 
Research
Teaching
Only Total
Above Senior Lecturer 235                        139                         2,363                     37                       2,774                
Senior Lecturer (Level C) 428                         2,533                     66                       3,027                
Lecturer (Level B) 2,196                      3,619                     162                     5,977                
Below Lecturer (Level A) 350                         342                        22                       714                    
Total 235                        3,113                      8,857                     287                     12,492              
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distributed across thirty-seven Table A higher education providers. The majority of 
advertised employment in research-only is at Lecturer status. The University of 
Queensland made the highest investment with 265 advertised research-only 
positions, while Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education, Bond 
University and The University of Notre Dame had no positions within this category. 
In addition, the majority of advertised positions in research-only are contractual full-
time positions with only a few tenured positions full time, as directors of research 
centres. 
 
Teaching and research category: As shown in Table 28, there were 8,857 
advertised positions in the teaching and research category distributed across the four 
categories within Above Senior Lecturer 27% (2,363), Senior Lecturer 29% (2,533), 
Lecturer 41% (3,619), and Below Lecturer 4% (342). The majority of teaching and 
research advertised positions were within the Lecturer 38%, Senior Lecturer 31% 
and Above Senior Lecturer 27% levels, with very few within the Below Lecturer 
level. There were advertised opportunities across forty Table A and Table B higher 
education providers within the teaching and research category with Queensland 
University of Technology investing the highest in this category, with 941 advertised 
positions. In addition, the majority of advertised positions in teaching and research 
are tenured full-time positions, with the few contract positions generally offered on a 
fractional appointment. 
 
teaching-only category: As shown in Table 28, there were 287 positions advertised 
within teaching-only category and these were distributed across four categories, in 
Above Senior Lecturer 13% (37), Senior Lecturer 23% (66), Lecturer 56% (162) and 
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Below Lecturer 8% (22). The majority of teaching-only positions were at Lecturer 
level. Once again, Queensland University of Technology invested the highest in this 
category with twenty-seven advertised positions, while Batchelor Institute of 
Indigenous Tertiary Education, University of Ballarat and The University of Notre 
Dame had no positions within this category. 
 
Employment classification: As shown in Table 28, and using the same terminology 
as within the government-reporting statistics, the employment opportunities (12,492) 
were distributed across four classifications Above Senior Lecturer 22% (2,774), 
Senior Lecturer 24% (3,027), Lecturer 48% (5,977), and Below Lecturer 6% (714). 
The significance of these is explored separately below. 
 
Table 29 compares the employment classifications across the two data sources, 
actual Government Reportable Statistics outlined in Chapter 5 and opportunities 
advertised in The Australian. For the Above Senior Lecturer and Senior Lecturer 
roles, both sources offer comparable results. For Lecturer, the Government Statistical 
Reporting is lower than the advertised opportunity by 15% and for Below Lecturer it 
is the inverse. The Australian only represents 6% and the Government Reportable 
Statistics is 13% higher. From this it is inferred that The Australian is a more reliable 
source in the upper classifications and there should be some consideration about 
sense making from Lecturer and caution around the Below Lecturer category, given 
the dramatic difference.  
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Table 29:  
Comparison of data sources for employment classification 
 
Source: The Australian, 2006 to 2008 
 
Ongoing versus contractual appointments: In relation to ongoing versus 
contractual appointments, both the government-reported statistics and the advertised 
positions dataset support that the majority of lecturing positions were full time and 
ongoing and the majority of research positions by contrast were full time but 
contractual, with the most frequently reported contract being three years in duration. 
This reflects stability within lecturing positions and the contractual nature of research 
employment. Within this environment, where formal qualifications in learning and 
teaching are undervalued at a national level, individual early-career academics face 
the difficult task of balancing their ever-growing workload (Petersen, 2011). This is 
within the context of more students, widening participation of more diverse students 
and workforce casualisation, as discussed below. As a result, the academy’s 
environment also deteriorated over the period. 
 
It is possible to derive from the above analysis that the advertised opportunities do 
compare with the Government Reportable Statistics outlined earlier in this chapter 
with regards to the Above Senior Lecturer and Senior Lecturer classifications. 
However, the lower classifications were less aligned and may reflect the influence of 
Comparison of Government Reportable Statistics to 
the advertised academic opportunities
Government Statistical 
Reporting 2006 to 2008
Advertised Employment 
Opportunities 2006 to 2008
Above Senior Lecturer 24% 22%
Senior Lecturer (Level C) 24% 24%
Lecturer (Level B) 33% 48%
Below Lecturer (Level A) 19% 6%
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casualisation of the workforce and lead to the understanding that this may not be a 
consistently advertised classification. Further, there are more research-only positions 
advertised compared with the Government Reportable Statistics and this may relate 
directly to the majority of these appointments being contractual, which brings about a 
cycle of advertising. 
6.2.4 Advertised employment opportunities by provider and 
category 
As shown in Figure 20, when comparing the percentage of advertised employment 
positions by category, there were only two providers where research-only was 
represented higher than teaching and research (50% or higher), being The Australian 
National University and the University of Technology, Sydney. It is unknown at this 
point whether this reflects the type of institution, The Australian National University, 
or reflects a particular initiative by the University of Technology, Sydney. 
 
In contrast, there were nineteen providers where teaching and research was the 
dominant category (75% or higher) with the top five (88% or higher) in descending 
order being Charles Sturt University, Australian Catholic University, Edith Cowan 
University, University of Ballarat and Bond University. 
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Source: The Australian, 2006 to 2008 
Figure 20: Advertised employment opportunities by provider and category, 2006 to 2008 
  
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Australian Catholic University
Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education
Central Queensland University
Charles Darwin University
Charles Sturt University
Curtin University of Technology
Deakin University
Edith Cowan University
Griffith University
James Cook University
La Trobe University
Macquarie University
Monash University
Murdoch University
Queensland University of Technology
Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology
Southern Cross University
Swinburne University of Technology
The Australian National University
The Flinders University of South Australia
The University of Adelaide
The University of Melbourne
The University of Queensland
The University of Sydney
The University of Western Australia
University of Ballarat
University of Canberra
University of New England
University of New South Wales
University of Newcastle
University of South Australia
University of Southern Queensland
University of Tasmania
University of Technology, Sydney
University of the Sunshine Coast
University of Western Sydney
University of Wollongong
Victoria University
Bond University
The University of Notre Dame Australia
Ta
bl
eA
Ta
bl
e 
B
Comparison of advertised employment practice
Management Research Only Teaching and Research Teaching Only
Chapter 6 Results: Practical influence on learning and teaching practice Page 261 
Further, there were four providers where research-only and teaching and research 
were approximately equal (plus or minus 5%) in the percentage invested in each 
category. These were Deakin University, The University of Queensland, The 
University of Western Sydney and University of Tasmania. Although of interest, this 
may suggest that the three-year trend offered within this dataset may require 
extension to determine if this result is based on the contractual nature of these 
classifications or whether they reflect periods of restructure within institutions. 
6.2.5 Employment practices as institutional resistance to 
change 
This section focuses on a comparison of employment practices, the point at which 
academics are recruited into an institution. Academics are a critical element of 
learning and teaching quality, and therefore the employment practices of higher 
education providers, how these institutions value learning and teaching, how they aid 
the transition of their staff into academic work, and the extent to which they require 
formal requirements for teaching qualifications, directly influence the institutions’ 
pursuit of learning and teaching quality.  
 
Employment is the point through which academics gain entry into the higher 
education sector and the public advertisement of positions and selection criteria were 
representative across all higher education providers in Australia. Such 
advertisements therefore provide an opportunity to benchmark employment practices 
to determine if the providers self-regulate through this process. Therefore, 
examination of the advertised employment outcomes supported the government 
statistical data that there were increased opportunities for employment over the 
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period of this study, with the majority of ongoing positions full time and the majority 
of research-only positions being contract. Casualisation of the academic workforce, 
and how to clearly determine the influence of this on student learning, continues to 
present a problem.  
 
The selection criteria found within the advertised opportunities for academics offers 
one way to examine what institutions, universities in particular, value in recruiting 
staff. Predominantly, the selection criteria included statements about research and 
discipline expertise, with little or no criteria relating to learning and teaching, and 
specifically no criteria with respect to qualifications in learning and teaching. As 
there are no national requirements for academics to possess formal qualification in 
learning and teaching, the employment criteria were examined to determine if higher 
education providers were self-regulating qualifications through their employment 
criteria.  
 
While very few advertisements mentioned a requirement for learning and teaching 
qualifications, an exception was found in the two doctoral internship positions 
offered by the University of Technology, Sydney. This pathway into the academy 
was a good example of one way to transition doctoral students into employment 
within this field through the acquisition of formal learning and teaching 
qualifications and work experience. This advertisement offered doctoral candidates a 
three-year contract with a 0.2 full-time-equivalent teaching requirement and 
enrolment in either the Graduate Diploma in Higher Education Teaching or in 
Research Commercialisation. These positions offered scholarship students top-up 
funding, discipline-based teaching experience and additional funded qualifications, 
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and provided a transition pathway for postgraduate students to become academics. 
This is an excellent example of self-regulation of formal qualifications through 
conditions of employment on entry to the academy, and reflects that different career 
pathways may be created and learning and teaching potentially enhanced. The 
pathway into employment offered by this example offers a structured and well-
supported approach to becoming an academic rather than the learn-on-the-job 
experiential model that currently operates with perhaps somewhat mixed end results. 
6.2.6 Casualisation of the academic workforce 
With respect to casualisation of the workforce, a number of studies within the 
literature detailed the difficulties in reporting these statistics (Australian Universities 
Teaching Committee, 2003a, 2003b; Coates, et al., 2009; Coates, et al., 2009; Percy, 
et al., 2008). A recent study identified that the ongoing consequence of casualisation 
of the academic workforce impacts directly on the student environment and strongly 
emphasised that this means that students may, in fact, get the worst of both worlds: 
academics skilled in neither teaching nor research (Norton, 2012). This influence is 
exacerbated through the ways in which the sector, institutions and individuals deal 
with an emerging field of research alongside an ageing workforce, together with 
changing roles within academia.  
 
From the literature in Chapter 4, it is well known that casualisation of the academic 
workforce is an area of concern for the Australian higher education sector. Even with 
two datasets that should allow the research to make a determination about the size or 
extent of the issue, the style of reporting, together with an employment practice that 
is different from the ongoing and contractual positions, makes this difficult. 
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Therefore, the nature and extent of casualisation of the academic workforce remains 
somewhat unknown. 
6.3 Research capacity building in higher education 
This section of the chapter reveals one strategic disciplinary approach to research 
capacity building, and verifies the nature and activity within the scholarships of 
discovery. These scholarships (doctoral or masters) represent the opportunities 
offered to develop research capacity, which is highly valued by the higher education 
providers within their employment practices. 
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
 6.3.1 Opportunities in higher degree research 
 6.3.2 Targeted opportunities for scholarships 
6.3.1 Opportunities in higher degree research 
This section investigates the advertised opportunities for targeted research higher 
degrees offered through The Australian during the period 2006 to 2008. Targeted 
research higher degrees are important for this study in two ways: first, they 
demonstrate the ways in which different disciplines use target scholarships to build 
research and research capacity in a structured manner; and second to determine if the 
2003 government reform package with its national initiatives on learning and 
teaching had bearing on this area. 
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Targeted scholarships: As shown in Table 30, the profile details of the higher 
degree research positions were a total of 1,189, with a downward trend of 83% from 
6,593 in 2006 to 102 in 2008 offered through a full-time contract. 
Over the period 2006 to 2008 the number of targeted scholarships diminished 
dramatically from 601 in 2006 down to 274 in 2008. Once again, this may be directly 
related to the global financial crisis. 
 
Table 30: 
 Targeted scholarships by year 
 
Source: The Australian, 2006 to 2008 
 
It is acknowledged that the global financial crisis occurred in September 2008 (Shah, 
A., 2011) and this crisis may have had a bearing on the numbers of advertisements at 
that time. 
 
Qualification profile: As shown in Table 31, all scholarships were targeted to a 
specific topic and these were identified as being Doctor of Philosophy, Doctorate, 
Masters, Postgraduate or Doctoral Internships. 
 
  
Year Targeted Scholarships
2006 601
2007 498
2008 274
Total 1,373                                                    
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Table 31:  
Scholarships by type 
 
Source: The Australian, 2006 to 2008 
 
Predominantly, scholarships were aimed at doctoral students: 1,143, with 48 at 
Masters or Postgraduate level. One university offered two doctoral internships that 
offered one day per week employment for a three-year period to students who had 
gained a national scholarship, and this pathway to employment was discussed earlier 
in the chapter. 
 
Research capacity by discipline: Within the higher degree research opportunities 
natural and physical sciences 31% (429) and health 21% (295) had the strongest 
investment, followed by engineering and related technologies 11% (153) and 
agriculture, environment and related studies 8% (103). There were no scholarships in 
this period that targeted learning and teaching in higher education. That does not 
mean that no studies focused on this area, simply that the topic was not 
predetermined and advertised through the mechanism investigated in this current 
study.  
 
Scholarship Type Scholarships
Doctoral Internships 2
Doctorate 8
Masters 19
Doctor of Philosophy 1143
Postgraduate 19
Total 1191
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It should be noted that higher degree student opportunities within this study included 
only those where a designated topic and discipline were identified and it excluded the 
advertisements where students were eligible to select their own topic, as information 
for untargeted, or self-nominated, topics was not publicly available in a consistent 
format. For example, some institutions did not advertise the number of scholarships 
available, if they were not specifically targeting a topic area. Therefore, the 
information contained in Table 32 represents a purpose-driven investment in a 
discipline and is not representative of all scholarship opportunities available during 
the period. 
 
Table 32:  
Advertisements for scholarship by broad field of education 
 
Source: The Australian, 2006 to 2008 
 
This represents significant strategic and focused investment for these four disciplines 
that is not replicated by the education discipline. Future research could investigate 
Discipline Scholarships
1 Agriculture, Environment and Related Studies 103
2 Architecture and Building 32
3 Creative Arts 10
4 Education 38
5 Engineering and Related Technologies 153
6 Health 295
7 Information Technology 29
8 Management and Commerce 55
9 Natural and Physical Sciences 429
10 Society and Culture 229
11 Mixed Field Programmes
12 Food Hospitality and Personal Services
Total 1373
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the specific barriers to this approach with respect to the education discipline. This 
style of targeted scholarship may offer the learning and teaching quality agenda in 
higher education an opportunity to build research capacity and aid Australia in 
moving towards the national pursuit of a knowledge economy. 
6.3.2 Targeted opportunities for scholarships 
Stark differences exist in the way in which disciplines specifically target topics of 
interest with their higher degree scholarships in comparison with higher education 
research. The Australian government generally uses a review to focus attention on 
the higher education sector in terms of change, often with commissioned projects and 
funding to support thorough research in the field.  
 
There were some strong lessons to be learned from observation of other disciplines in 
their approach to targeted research. This thesis is an example of a researcher 
applying known methodologies to a topic of interest, generally speaking, in the 
humanities or social sciences, rather than a strategic-research approach that directly 
builds on a previous study, such as in the health field of research. In a similar 
manner, higher education research was not necessarily strategically built directly on 
earlier research but stimulated by interest, research practices and educational areas of 
interest. It is important in that it demonstrates the deliberate and strategic direction 
taken in some fields of study that may well assist higher education research to 
strengthen the capacity of their researchers. 
 
The majority of educational research studies in Australia were conducted by higher 
education providers. This, in turn, offers the sector the potential to guide and develop 
the research base within the learning and teaching field of higher education and it 
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would be a reasonable assumption that a more structured approach could benefit the 
field. This, in effect, offers another solid strategy or platform from which to build a 
body of research and consolidate the field. 
 
It is noted that, after the period under investigation for this thesis, the Australian 
government (2014) established Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA), with a 
pilot in 2009 and complete rounds in 2010 and 2012. Although this activity may 
offer a rich source of information to inform capacity building in higher education in 
Australia, it is outside the scope of this thesis and would benefit from future research. 
 
Overall, this section of the chapter contends that there was little observable influence 
on the research capacity building in higher education from the practice of the 
targeted scholarships of discovery. While, in the future, this may offer future 
opportunities to build research capacity focused on learning and teaching, it would 
appear that the 2003 government reform package and the implementation of the three 
national initiatives LTPF, ALTC, and AUQA had little to no influence on the 
targeted scholarships of discovery identified during this period.  
6.4 Scholarship of teaching 
In keeping with the main purpose of this chapter is to answer Research Question 3: 
How did the 2003 government reform package change the profile of the learning and 
teaching quality agenda in higher education in Australia? One way to consider 
influence is to review publications over a period of time. The development and 
application of bibliometrics is a research methodology that is detailed in Chapter 4 
(Budd, 1988, 1990, 1992; Phelan, Anderson & Bourke, 2000; Velliaris, et al, 2012; 
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Yeoh & Kuhr, 2007). Of particular interest within this thesis was the gap analysis 
offered from a systematic and structured review of the literature. This analysis is 
achieved through citation and paper decision making processes, and a learning and 
teaching bibliometric matrix applied to the literature. 
 
As identified within the report, Educational Research in Australia: A Bibliometrics 
Analysis (Phelan, et al., 2000), bibliometrics was widely used to measure the impact 
of research in the natural sciences and health fields of education. Velliaris, et al. 
(2012) were also successful in identifying the increased scholarship and research in 
learning and teaching in higher education in Australia through the use of bibliometric 
analysis. On the one hand, this methodology did assist in the analysis of research that 
was available to search engines, such as Web of Knowledge. On the other hand, there 
was a notable gap in the locatable research and that was in the government-
commissioned reports, ALTC final reports, Australian Council of Educational 
Research and other agency reports. This gap reinforced the statements by Phelan et 
al. that bibliometrics as a research methodology under-represents the amount of 
research conducted in the field of education. 
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
 6.4.1 Learning and Teaching Bibliometric Matrix applied to the literature 
 6.4.2 Participant groups within identified literature 
 6.4.3 Annual increases in publications within a specified time period 
 6.4.4 Increases in learning and teaching literature citations is time based 
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6.4.1 Learning and Teaching Bibliometric Matrix applied to 
the literature 
As mentioned in Chapter 4, the Australian Bureau of Statistics identifies four types 
(the ranging categories) of educational research: pure basic research; strategic basic 
research; applied research; and experimental development (Skinner, 1998). 
Educational research is a systematic collection and analysis of data in order to 
develop valid, generalisable descriptions, predictions, interventions and explanations 
relating to various aspects of education (Gall, et al., 2005). When it comes to 
interpretation of the educational literature, the work of Doyle (1987) categorised 
research in teaching and teacher education by three main areas: teacher 
characteristics; methods research; and teacher behaviour. Although the work of 
Doyle may appear to be somewhat dated, the current researcher was interested in 
building a structured approach to the literature to determine influence, rather than to 
portray a representative view of the literature.  
 
Therefore, the multilayered structure offered by: (i) bibliometric analysis to locate 
journal articles from a single source; (ii) then analysed to determine the topic 
classification and purpose of educational journal articles; and (iii) against a specific 
period of time, 2002 to 2008 would allow the current researcher to make an informed 
statement on influence. 
 
As illustrated in Table 33, of the 458 articles identified from the database search, and 
through the application of the bibliometrics analysis shown in the previous flow 
chart, 120 (26%) papers were identified as within the learning and teaching field of 
higher education and 338 (74%) were deemed outside. Therefore, one quarter of 
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published papers within the higher education field were devoted to higher education 
research during this time. 
 
Of the 120 papers included in this study, 9 (7%) were classified by research 
paradigm (Doyle, 1987) as teacher characteristics, 33 (28%) as methods research, 
and 78 (65%) as teacher behaviour. Therefore papers that examined teacher 
behaviour were far more prevalent than published papers on the teachers themselves 
or methods research. 
 
Table 33  
Learning and Teaching Bibliometric Matrix 
 
Source: Web of Knowledge, 2002 to 2008 
 
Besides, of the 120 papers classified by research purpose (Gall, et al., 2005) there 
were: descriptive 61 (51%), prescriptive 4 (3%), intervention 4 (3%) and explanation 
41 (34%) papers. Overall, most papers (85%) were within descriptive and 
explanation with the minority (15%) in prescriptive and intervention. 
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Table 33 shows that, within 9 teacher characteristics papers, there were: descriptive 7 
(78%), prescriptive 0 (0%), intervention 1 (11%) and explanation 1 (11%) papers. 
Within 33 methods research papers, there were: descriptive 27 (82%), prescriptive 1 
(3%), intervention 0 (0%) and explanation 5 (15%) studies. Within 78 teacher 
behaviour papers, there were: descriptive 37 (47%), prescriptive 3 (4%), intervention 
3 (4%), and explanation 35 (45%) studies.  
6.4.2 Participant groups within identified literature 
As shown in Figure 21, of the 120 papers there were 50 (42%) papers with no 
participants, 7 (6%) with academics, 51 (43%) with students and 12 (10%) with both 
academics and students as participants. Therefore, there was a relatively even mix of 
papers with or without participants, and of those with participants the focus was 
mainly on students. 
 
In analysing the methodology of all 70 papers with participants, only 1 (1%) 
identified meta-analysis of two early studies and 69 (99%) were single study. This 
would perhaps indicate that this is a feature of the field where authors may take the 
approach to build through the literature and replication of methodology rather than 
deliberately building on each research project. 
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Source: Web of Knowledge, 2002 to 2008 
Figure 21: Participant groups within papers 
6.4.3 Annual increase in publications within a specified time 
period 
As outlined in Figure 22, the number of papers published has dramatically increased 
over the study timeframe, from 5 (4%) in 2002 to 42 (35%) in 2008. This increase in 
the quantity of publication in the higher education field is a significant finding for the 
purposes of this study. While it would be difficult to connect the 2002 government 
review and 2003 government reform package with each individual paper, as shown 
by the outcomes of the three national initiatives, the attention of higher education 
providers and the academy was drawn towards learning and teaching policy and 
practice. This increase in published papers aligns perfectly with the first cycle of 
both the LTPF and the ALTC and provides evidence of increased activity in the field. 
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Source: Web of Knowledge, 2002 to 2008 
Figure 22: Citations by year of publication 
6.4.4 Increases in learning and teaching literature citations is 
time based 
As shown in Figure 23, it is less likely for more recent publications to hold the 
highest number of citation references and more likely for the higher number of 
citation references to be higher after four to five years of publication as at the date of 
the snapshot taken in September 2010. The citation references are related to the 
number of other authors who have referenced an article within another article. Of the 
5 in the high range of citation references, 4 (80%) were quantitative, with surveys 
identified as the data collection instrument, and 1 (20%) represented a descriptive 
paper of a survey development.  
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Source: Web of Knowledge, 2002 to 2008 
Figure 23: Impact citing of published references 2002 to 2008 
 
At times in the literature, bibliometrics analysis of the learning and teaching field of 
higher education is criticised for its inability to register or recognise the diversity of 
types of research published in this field. For example, there was one main gap in the 
range of published papers and they were the ALTC-sponsored reports of project 
outcomes, with a smaller gap around any of the issues papers and documents 
connected to the 2002 government review and 2003 government reform package. As 
has been demonstrated within this thesis, these published works can contribute to the 
body of knowledge in the field of higher education. One reason for this lack of 
presence may be that the time period from publication to this investigation is too 
short, or the storage of these reports is not within the searching mechanisms for the 
databases in the ISI Web of Knowledge. Ultimately, all authors focused on higher 
education research should carefully consider how their work is disseminated for 
ultimate impact and usefulness in the field. Therefore, applying bibliometric analysis 
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for this study both confirms that this type of analysis can identify increased 
frequency activity and, at the same time, acknowledges that this type of analysis is 
limited, as it does not truly represent the diversity of published works focused on the 
learning and teaching quality agenda in higher education in Australia.  
 
Putting aside any reservations about this approach, there appears to be a lack of 
connectivity between publications and a shortage of depth to the investigations 
undertaken in the cases examined. For example, there was a deficiency in (i) research 
focus identified within the Teacher Characteristics Paradigm and to a lesser degree 
within methods research; (ii) there appears to be a gap under the banner of education 
purpose identified within the prescriptive and intervention areas; and (iii) there is a 
paucity of papers that build on earlier studies.  
 
As discussed earlier in this chapter, there were a number of commissioned reports 
leading into the 2002 and 2008 government reviews in higher education. First, these 
were located on the Department of Employment, Education and Workplace Relations 
website and locatable through search engines. Second, a large number of final reports 
from the ALTC were stored within a database on its website. This facility has 
somewhat limited ability and it was difficult at times to locate specific reports. 
Finally, there were the reports conducted by other agencies, such as the Productivity 
Commission, that basically went under the radar when this type of searching 
technique is applied. 
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6.5 Illumination of unintended outcomes 
This section of the chapter reviews the unintended outcomes that were brought into 
focus by the 2003 government reform package focused on learning and teaching in 
higher education.  
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
6.5.1 Australian Qualifications Framework – no support ergo no influence 
6.5.2 Managerial fad in higher education 
6.5.3 Target focus bias 
6.5.1 Australian Qualifications Framework – no support ergo 
no influence 
As discussed in Chapter 2, since 1995 the Australian Qualifications Framework 
offered a set of educational standards for all educational sectors. After the framework 
gained a great deal of attention, when it was adopted as part of the 2008 government 
review, the current researcher went back to the three national initiatives to query 
whether there was any indication of support or commentary about this framework. 
After conducting a word search for the name Australian Qualifications Framework 
and the acronym AQF, within the LTPF participation criteria, ALTC awards, grants 
and fellowship statements and the AUQA audit statements, the current researcher 
found no results that matched this phrase or the acronym. 
 
Thus, there was no connection found between the three national initiatives, LTPF, 
ALTC and AUQA, and the Australian Qualifications Framework. At the point of 
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publishing, this framework has become an integral part of the learning and teaching 
quality agenda in higher education in Australia and continues to be part of the 
ongoing discussions and debates around performance indicators and what constitutes 
a reasonable suite of measures to judge or assess quality in learning and teaching 
(Chalmers, 2011). The significance for this study was that this framework was 
readily available to provide a learning and teaching national standard for the learning 
and teaching quality agenda in higher education in Australia during the period 2002 
to 2008. Yet, it was innocently or deliberately overlooked by the government review 
and the three national initiatives. 
6.5.2 Managerial fad in higher education 
The LTPF displayed the characteristics of a managerial fad with its meteoric 
appearance and disappearance within a four-year lifespan (Birnbaum, 2000; Ponzi & 
Koenig, 2002).With quality assurance, a managerial fad is a management idea that is 
borrowed from elsewhere, in this instance business (Birnbaum, 2000; Roades & 
Sporn, 2002), and then applied in a context that does not suit the original purpose 
(Scriven, 1991, 2013). 
 
In contrast to the managerial fads described above, in 2013, the ALTC reached a 
twenty-year milestone for the recognition of learning and teaching excellence 
through national awards. Built on the Australian Awards for University Teaching, 
which commenced in the 1990s, despite an original plan to disband the ALTC and its 
operations in 2011, the newly established Office for Learning and Teaching now 
administers the national awards for learning and teaching excellence, grants and 
fellowships schemes.  
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It is difficult to determine whether the spotlight placed on learning and teaching by 
the LTPF, through its meteoric existence and the size of the funding, created more 
anxiety than benefit to the higher education sector as a whole. What is significant is 
that $224 million in Australian federal government funding was distributed on a 
management approach for which there was no evidence in the public domain that it 
was previously successful in the higher education sector in Australia or elsewhere. 
6.5.3 Target foci bias 
The outcomes from the LTPF initiative outlined in Chapter 5 had a target focus of 
the Table A higher education providers and, as the Go8 group of universities 
received the bulk of the LTPF funding, this may suggest a bias or poor 
performance-based funding model. Further, examination of the outcomes from the 
ALTC initiative indicates a similar bias. With the exception of two citations and one 
grant, all other ALTC awards, citations, grants, programs and fellowships were 
awarded to Table A, or public universities. These results, which lean towards public 
universities, may simply be a result of these institutions being included in the foci of 
all three initiatives and more specifically the attention brought to bear from eligibility 
and participation in the LTPF. Moreover, public institutions have the major share of 
equivalent full-time student load and this may mean that the very size of the leading 
institutions may bring an infrastructure profile that could absorb the resourcing and 
workload associated with these activities. Of the three national initiatives that 
emerged from the 2003 government reform package of learning and teaching in 
higher education, LTPF, ALTC and AUQA were all engaged in recognition 
activities.  
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In future, should the government wish to extend engagement by private higher 
education providers, it may be as simple as extending the target audience for national 
initiatives to include them. 
6.6 Conclusion 
Overall, the Australian government successfully enacted the 2003 government 
reform package and the implementation of the three national initiatives to energise 
learning and teaching policy and practices within the higher education sector. The 
three national initiatives focused the sector’s attention on learning and teaching in a 
constructive manner, with broad engagement by all public institutions and in a much 
smaller way by the private institutions. The individual nature of each national 
initiative resulted in differences in the levels of attention and engagement that 
institutions entered into. 
 
As identified in Chapter 4, there are no national standards for teaching qualifications 
either as a pre-employment or post-employment requirement for academic staff 
engaged in a teaching role in the higher education sector. Not all standards are 
mandated and some emerge over time and become de facto standards through self-
regulation or practice. Academia is known to be a mobile workforce and, as this 
mobility continues over time, the employment opportunities offered by higher 
education providers are likely to become a de facto standard.  
 
One standard practice in the case of higher education in Australia was that advertised 
employment opportunities are published through newspapers and more recently 
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provider websites. Academic employment is a complex arena made more complex 
by its systems of recruitment and its inherent quality assurance shortages.  
 
A second standard practice by higher education in Australia is the opportunity to 
apply for promotion by individual academics within the employment of an 
institution. Promotion itself is an international standard practice by providers; 
however, publication on websites opens this information up for public view and 
provides the opportunity to benchmark practice and determine the extent to which 
promotion is a self-regulated or de facto standard. Initial exploration of promotion 
criteria identified that a number of institutions require the academic to offer evidence 
against three or four criteria: teaching, community, leadership and research (or 
combinations of these criteria). Therefore, advertised opportunities of employment 
for academics and promotions are two regular practices participated in by all higher 
education providers and may provide a potential de facto standard.  
 
Of particular success was the ability to identify that the publication activity with 
regard to learning and teaching had increased during the period under study. It is 
noteworthy that the research capacity building demonstrated by other disciplines in 
their dedicated doctoral scholarships was absent within education and particularly 
within the learning and teaching field of higher education.  
 
The next chapter summarises this study and the outcomes for both decision makers 
and theorists. It revisits the three research questions and details both the intended and 
unintended consequences of the implementation of this 2003 government reform 
package. 
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Chapter 7 Conclusion 
This final chapter of the thesis summarises the findings of this illuminative 
evaluation in terms of the research questions raised in Chapter 1 and the substantive 
and theoretical contributions of evaluative literature, and to understanding the effects 
achieved by a government review. An examination of the various datasets identified 
as contributing to this illuminative evaluation also enable some tentative 
recommendations to be presented for consideration by various stakeholders.  
 
The aim of this study is to document and theorise the consequences of the 2003 
government reform package on learning and teaching in higher education in 
Australia in the period 2002 to 2008 through program evaluation. From this central 
aim, the following three questions flowed. 
 
Question 1: To what extent did the 2003 government reform package 
focus specifically on learning and teaching in higher 
education? 
Question 2: What changes in learning and teaching may be identified in 
the period 2002 to 2008? 
Question 3: How did the 2003 government reform package change the 
profile of the learning and teaching quality agenda in higher 
education in Australia? 
 
As described in Chapter 1 and detailed in Chapter 4, Patton’s (1975, 2002) world 
view of program evaluation had four layers: (i) perspective, which was evaluation 
research; (ii) theoretical framework, which was program evaluation; 
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(iii) methodology, which was illuminative evaluation; and (iv) methods, being 
content analysis, descriptive statistical analysis and bibliometric analysis. Of 
particular importance to the topic of learning and teaching in higher education were 
the parameters of illuminative evaluation that required collection of valid datasets 
beyond the three national initiatives, which deliberately supports Berk’s (2005) 
requirement of multiple lines of evidence to determine quality.  
 
This chapter is structured to include the following sections. 
 
7.1 Definition of learning and teaching quality in Australian Higher  
  Education 
7.2 Illumination of intended and unintended outcomes 
7.3 Essential limitations of the study 
7.4 Recommendations for decision makers 
7.5 Contribution to theoretical knowledge 
7.6 Future research opportunities arising from this study 
7.7 Conclusion 
 
As stated in Chapter 2, for the current study, quality was defined as situational to the 
purpose, local to the specific context and evaluated through appropriate strategies 
and evidence (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2009a, 
2009b). This Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development definition 
was adopted as it permits consideration of quality accountability for the external 
government audience and quality improvement for the internal institutional audience. 
This definition therefore underpins the definition of learning and teaching policies 
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and practices, as the methods and activities of teaching associated with the Australian 
government, higher education providers, academy, students, and the environment in 
which learning takes place. 
 
The following section of this chapter summarise the knowledge and understanding 
derived from the current study. The application of illuminative evaluation as a 
methodology allowed the current researcher to go beyond an evaluation of the 
objectives, processes and outcomes of the three national initiatives focused on 
learning and teaching in higher education in Australia documented in Chapter 5, to 
highlight through analysis of certain datasets in Chapter 6, whether or not the 
intended outcomes had unintended consequences on the sector. The following 
sections represent a strong theme that emerged through the synthesis of findings and 
derived the identified datasets through three methods of analysis, content analysis, 
descriptive analysis and bibliometric analysis.  
7.1 Definition of learning and teaching quality in 
higher education in Australia 
As described in Chapter 2, for a concept apparently so fundamental to the higher 
education sector, the definition of quality in learning and teaching is surprisingly 
opaque. It is possible to trace the development and movement of quality assurance 
from America to Europe through to the United Kingdom and then Australia (Roades 
& Sporne, 2002), but what emerges is a considerable variety of ways to define 
quality in learning and teaching pertaining to the higher education context. Even the 
notion of quality maintenance proves to be difficult in an environment of declining 
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resources (Gyimah-Boadi, 2003), as was found within the Australian higher 
education sector at the turn of the twenty-first century. 
 
With respect to the 2003 government reform package’s specific focus on learning 
and teaching, the three national initiatives, LTPF, ALTC, and AUQA, ostensibly 
focused on learning and teaching quality and attempted to attract (or coerce) 
institutions to engage in this space through funding rewards, recognition schemes 
and accreditation requirements. As discussed in Chapter 6, the lack of general 
agreement on both definition and approach resulted in the eventual closure of both 
the LTPF and AUQA schemes. The sole remaining national initiative, ALTC, 
successfully applied the definition of quality as conceived by the Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development, that quality is situational to the purpose, 
local to the specific context and may be evaluated through appropriate strategies and 
evidence (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2009a, 
2009b). Perhaps it may be conjectured that a clear definition of objectives is a 
considerable advantage in their achievement. 
 
Regarding the other initiatives, problems in defining both appropriate strategies and 
evidence for their achievement resulted in failures by higher education providers, 
either to engage fully or to seek clear unequivocal evidence of their achievement  
7.2 Illumination of intended and unintended outcomes 
As described within Chapter 4, a major outcome of illuminative evaluation is the 
identification of both intended and unintended outcomes that emerge from an 
intervention, in this case the 2003 government reform package. This section of the 
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chapter is dedicated to fulfil the objectives of the methodology, illuminative 
evaluation; therefore, this section outlines the planned outcomes and describes a 
number of outcomes that were a consequence of the implementation of three national 
learning and teaching initiatives that emerged from the 2003 reform package derived 
from the findings in Chapters 5 and 6.  
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
 7.2.1 Positive influence on the learning and teaching quality agenda. 
 7.2.2 Areas where no observable change was found 
 7.2.3 Quality agenda for accountability or improvement purposes 
 7.2.4 Quality agenda reliant on convenient national performance  
  indicators 
 7.2.5 Delayed development: Australian Qualifications Framework 
 7.2.6 Commissioned research into higher education 
7.2.1 Positive influence on the learning and teaching quality 
agenda 
There is no doubt that the higher education sector in Australia has changed as a direct 
result of the government focus on learning and teaching policy and practice. The 
evidence portrayed within Chapters 5 and 6 illustrates the observable and identifiable 
influence of change as a direct result of the 2002 government review and its 
ostensible endeavour to draw attention to learning and teaching as a core activity. As 
stated in Chapter 2, learning and teaching is a complex environment (Compayre, 
1886) and it is not the contention of the current researcher that all observable 
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indicators of change are directly attributed to the three national initiatives focused on 
learning and teaching, particularly within the time period under investigation. Rather, 
the theoretical framework of program evaluation would suggest that there were 
observable elements of change during the period under investigation, and 
institutional engagement and investment in these initiatives would suggest that 
changes in practice have occurred. However, from the historic movement of the 
international quality agenda outlined in Chapter 2, the influences for change may 
come from a number of avenues and, due to this, illuminative evaluation casts a 
broader net to document and analyse factors beyond the program under investigation. 
 
Therefore, the positive observable influence of change can be summarised by the 
following outcomes. 
 
(i) The successful delivery of Cycle One of the three national initiatives 
focused on learning and teaching (Chapter 5). Of these three initiatives, 
the LTPF enticed higher education providers to participate in 
measurement of learning and teaching quality by offering increased 
funding. The ALTC inspired broad sectoral engagement in reward and 
recognition and funded future learning and teaching research. Finally, 
AUQA’s quality audits reviewed higher education providers as an 
external authority, which led to a consistent national approach to learning 
and teaching quality.  
(ii) The national initiatives drew public attention to learning and teaching as a 
core focus despite, or perhaps because of, these initiatives having 
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different foci and methodologies that extended beyond public to include 
private institutions (Chapter 5). 
(iii) ALTC resulted in ongoing and successful collaborations between higher 
education providers and a variety of partners, and this developed a 
community of scholars that transcends previous institutional alliances 
(Chapter 5). 
(iv) AUQA audits leave behind a legacy of quality audits that document a 
decade of learning and teaching quality in higher education (Chapter 5). 
(v) Consistent processes that value learning and teaching emerged in higher 
education providers’ promotion practices (Chapter 6). 
(vi) Bibliometric analysis, for all its complexity, identifies an increase in 
academic publications focusing on the learning and teaching field of 
higher education during the period under review and thus provides an 
opportunity to measure change in activity (Chapter 6). 
 
Two additional outcomes, in particular, warrant special explanation. As discussed in 
further detail below, these are the acceptance of learning and teaching research as 
being equal in esteem to pure research; and the emergence of a community of trust 
between higher education providers and others that has been built through 
collaboration. Both of these outcomes emerged as a result of the ALTC funding grant 
scheme that invested in future research on learning and teaching practices. 
 
(vii) Applied learning and teaching research is equal in esteem to pure 
research (Chapter 5). This is the message that was communicated to the 
higher education sector when the ALTC funding grant scheme was 
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recently included in the 2013 Australian Competitive Grants Register 
(Department of Industry, Innovation, Science, Research and Tertiary 
Education, 2013a, 2013c). Now administered by the Office for Learning 
and Teaching (2012a), this will continue to draw strong attention from the 
academy and all higher education providers. In addition, the introduction 
of the LTPF, despite the highly contested and changeable performance-
based funding model, motivated the sector to pay increased attention to 
the quality of learning and teaching (Probert, 2013). The increase in 
scholarship and research was directly linked to the supportive funding 
environment sponsored by ALTC (Velliaris, et al., 2012). There is no 
doubt that the strong foci on learning and teaching practice that emerged 
from the 2003 government reform package, and all three national 
initiatives, LTPF, ALTC, and AUQA, directly contributed to this outcome 
and may well prove to be its most important influence in the long term. 
 
(viii) A community of trust built through collaboration (Chapter 5). The 
Australian higher education sector is now one where higher education 
providers freely share information and practices, and collegially 
contribute to joint projects between themselves and with other 
organisations outside the higher education sector. This sense of being part 
of a community of trust is directly related to the collaborations that were a 
strong element of the ALTC funding grant scheme that gave preference to 
grants that partnered with other national and international providers and 
industrial partners. This highly successful outcome continues through the 
previous work of the ALTC-funded projects that assist the maturation of 
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the learning and teaching field of higher education (Office for Learning 
and Teaching, 2009). 
7.2.2 Areas where no observable change was found 
Despite the positive changes in higher education in Australia noted above, there 
remains no observable change by higher education providers in several areas. These 
areas were:  
 
(i) the changing student environment, where student enrolments are on the 
increase while higher education providers report and advertise fewer 
opportunities for employment for academic staff engaged in a learning 
and teaching role (Chapter 6) 
(ii) the lack of clearly defined standards for learning and teaching 
qualifications for academic staff engaged in learning and teaching in 
higher education (Chapter 6) 
(iii) a lack of observable change in employment practices to promote learning 
and teaching practice explicitly (Chapter 6) 
(iv) the shortage of opportunities targeting research capacity building in the 
learning and teaching field of higher education (Chapter 6). 
 
Further research into these areas is recommended to examine the context or tensions 
that may be at play to support or restrict the opportunities for higher education 
providers to change their practice. 
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7.2.3 Quality agenda for accountability or improvement 
purposes 
As described on Chapters 5, the higher education sector in Australia continues to 
receive mixed messages in terms of what constitutes learning and teaching quality. In 
terms of both the positive and negative influence of change in higher education, the 
situational definitions of learning and teaching quality confound the issue. There is 
an ongoing tension for strategic sectoral direction within higher education between 
the government’s interest in assessing quality for accountability purposes and 
internal institutional goals for learning and teaching quality improvement. With 
respect to the government’s and tertiary institutional perspectives, the broad spread 
of engagement by higher education providers in the national initiatives is perhaps 
indicative of short-term institutional attention rather than policy success.  
 
The reason for the mixed messages relating to learning and teaching quality may in 
some way arise from the attention drawn to widely different potential funding (LTPF 
$224 million, ALTC $42 million and AUQA $0), determination of quality at a 
distance (LTPF) or up close and personal (ALTC and AUQA) and the different foci 
(LTPF) for public universities through to AUQA for all public and private higher 
education providers). These differences, which may be designed to be 
complementary, may simply cause confusion and offer opportunities for higher 
education providers and the academy to dismiss them as unimportant. 
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7.2.4 Quality agenda reliant on convenient national 
performance indicators 
As outlined in Chapter 2 and reinforced in Chapter 4, the need for national 
performance indicators to measure learning and teaching quality was a theme first 
identified in the 1988 government review of higher education, and the nature and 
source of these indicators continued to be important throughout the 2002 and 2008 
government reviews in higher education. The Australian government continues to 
retain a single-minded perseverance in the use of current and convenient, reportable, 
quantitative measures to define the quality of the complex and diverse nature of 
learning and teaching. These measures were a dominant feature in the distribution of 
LTPF funding, as judgement was based on institutional outcomes that were, in turn, 
based on a model that contained a narrow set of national performance indicators. 
Funding distribution in the order of approximately $224 million over the period 2006 
to 2008 placed enormous pressure and scrutiny on the performance-based funding 
model developed to determine which institutions demonstrated excellence in the area 
of learning and teaching. Although the Australian government demonstrated a 
relatively long-term commitment to institutional statistical reporting, this 
commitment is somewhat diminished when these datasets were reused for different 
purposes, thus suggesting that convenience, rather than purposeful consideration of 
influence, was the main motivator. This impression is compounded by the very short 
lifespan of the LTPF. 
 
The performance indicators for the applied performance-based funding model 
implemented in 2002 to 2008 were limited to government statistical reporting already 
in place, including student evaluation feedback collected through the Australian 
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Graduate Survey (including both the Graduate Destination Survey and the Course 
Experience Questionnaire). This interest in performance indicators, manifested 
through the application of the LTPF performance-based funding allocation model, 
gave a strong voice to the feedback of students through the Course Experience 
Questionnaire and Graduate Destination Survey datasets. Based on a little-
understood model of quality assurance, the LTPF, with a very short lifespan, appears 
to have been a managerial fad as it applied outdated measurement statistics to an 
unbalanced performance-based funding model that consequently distributed 
$224 million across a minority of higher education providers. The result was that a 
few institutions benefited financially from the provision of serendipitous but 
outdated figures. Ultimately, this recognition of excellence style, the LTPF 
performance-based funding model, offered little help or encouragement for the 
majority of higher education providers to focus on improving their learning and 
teaching practices.  
 
As recommended by Parlett and Hamilton (1972, 1976), within illuminative 
evaluation it is important to collect data that is reliable and valid. This is further 
supported by Berk (2005), who counsels that the purpose of any evaluation must be 
clear prior to the selection of different lines of evidence. The government employed 
an implicit or by-product of information gathering as an approach to benchmark 
institutions nationally (Jackson, N., 2001). As illuminated throughout the study, it 
could be argued that the repurposing of national surveys and use of government 
statistical reporting by institutions represents convenience rather than explicit, 
deliberate and systematic identification of multiple lines of evidence. 
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This narrow, outputs–outcomes framework view of quality, evidenced through 
student feedback and student outcomes, offers very limited opportunities to 
benchmark institutional performance in the quality of learning and teaching across 
the sector and was poorly received by stakeholders. During the period of this study, 
2002 to 2008, no new quantitative or qualitative measures of quality of learning and 
teaching were championed by the Australian government, even though this thesis 
itself demonstrates that a range of datasets were available for data mining.  
7.2.5 Delayed development: Australian Qualifications 
Framework  
As introduced in Chapter 2 and reinforced in Chapter 6, the Australian Qualifications 
Framework was established in 1995 and applied by the government to the schooling 
and vocational education and training sectors under its administration (Australian 
Qualifications Framework, 2007; Ministerial Council for Tertiary Education and 
Employment, 2011).Within the period of this study 2002 to 2008, this national 
framework, designed to benchmark quality through learning and teaching standards, 
was ignored by the 2003 government reform package and, by and large, the 
autonomous higher education providers. There was neither reference to, nor mention 
of, the Australian Qualifications Framework within the LTPF participation criteria or 
its performance-based funding model, ALTC awards and projects statements or 
AUQA’s audit statements. As a consequence, with neither guidance nor support by 
any national government agency holding custodianship or responsibility for 
implementation, the autonomous higher education providers were largely able to 
ignore the Australian Qualifications Framework. This delayed the introduction of 
curriculum standards to the higher education sector. Thus, the higher education 
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sector, under the influence of the 2002 government review and 2003 government 
reform package, was able to quietly ignore the potential national standard offered 
through the benchmarking opportunity of the framework. The government’s failure 
to harness the pre-established Australian Qualifications Framework as one national 
element of the 2003 government reform package resulted in the delayed development 
of learning and teaching practice through the provision of a standards-based policy 
direction for the higher education sector by a decade. This delayed development was 
subsequently resolved in the early 2010s when the new government regulator, the 
Tertiary Education and Quality Standards Agency (TEQSA), adopted the framework, 
and higher education providers are required to ensure that their courses align to the 
framework by 2015 (Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations, 2011j). 
7.2.6 Commissioned research into higher education 
As described in Chapter 3, a positive outcome of the 2003 government reform 
package in Australia was the contribution to research in the learning and teaching 
field of higher education through commissioned evidence-based reports. One 
significant commissioned project following the 1988 government review of higher 
education was Performance Indicators in Higher Education: Report of a Trial 
Evaluation Study (Linke, 1991) that examined both national and international 
practice. Its significance is that it represents the type of research undertaken before 
and after a government review and as an example of how government reviews build 
upon the outcomes of earlier reviews. A number of research reports led up to the 
2002 government review to provide sectoral context and establish the terms of the 
government review. These reports were independent in nature, offered research 
rigour, were an investment in the field and provided an evidence-based platform for 
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the government review. These research reports were not readily identified in 
mainstream search engines. It appears that the availability of these valuable studies 
could be increased if they were to be published in an easily accessible area of the 
public domain. 
 
As described in Chapter 3, the National Centre for Vocational Education Research 
(2011) provides this type of service for the vocational education and training sector 
in Australia. Therefore, there is a need within the higher education sector in Australia 
to provide a much-needed support and investment mechanism to allow ease of 
publication and access to the public. 
7.3 Essential limitations of the study 
All research processes into complex areas have their limitations. As described in 
Chapter 4, in the current study careful consideration was taken to alleviate some of 
the limitations resulting from a single researcher adopting multiple types of analysis, 
including content analysis, descriptive statistical analysis and bibliometric analysis. 
Within any study of a generally poorly defined topic such as the learning and 
teaching quality agenda, with its myriad of contextual factors, there are many 
limitations. In the current context these limitations include: balancing structure 
versus scope with ISI Web of Knowledge; complexities and contradictions within 
data that are publicly available; difficulties in determining the period of 
implementation versus the identification of influence; the opacity of expert panel 
determinations; learning and teaching quality or learning and teaching compliance 
driven by a funding deficit; a cautionary note on the volatility of surveys; and 
capacity building of researchers enquiring into the learning and teaching field of 
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higher education. As identified by this writer, some of the limitations of the current 
study are explained below.  
 
This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
 7.3.1 Balancing structure versus scope with ISI Web of Knowledge 
 7.3.2 Complexities of data that are publicly available  
7.3.3 Review, reform, implementation and influence in a short timeframe 
 7.3.4 The opacity of expert panel determinations 
 7.3.5 Quality agenda leading to compliance through funding deficits 
 7.3.6 A cautionary note on the volatility of surveys 
 7.3.7 Building research capacity in higher education 
7.3.1 Balancing structure versus scope with ISI Web of 
Knowledge 
Applying bibliometric analysis to a single database, ISI Web of Knowledge, brings 
with it advantages and disadvantages. The advantages come from a very structured 
analytic approach to a single source that can provide concrete outcomes such as an 
increase in the volume of publications described in Chapter 6. As discussed in 
Chapter 3, educational literature is located in a range of locations that may not 
necessarily be captured by the ISI Web of Knowledge. Therefore, the outcomes 
claimed within this thesis that there was an increase in the number of publications 
dedicated to the topic under investigation has a qualifier. This claim was 
representative of those publications included within the scope of the ISI Web of 
Knowledge and do not represent an extensive review of the literature in higher 
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education in Australia. Further, this claim is representative of the journals included 
within this source at the time of downloading, which may or may not be different 
should this investigation be completed again in 2014 as more journals (with back 
issues) may be captured. 
7.3.2 Complexities of data that are publicly available 
As advocated by Parlett and Hamilton (1972, 1976) and Berk (2005), the promotion 
of multiple lines of evidence on the quality of learning and teaching to engage all 
stakeholders and identify multiple sources of evidence is optimal (see Chapter 4). It 
is the breadth of evidence found within this study that is compelling rather than an 
individual set of data. However, whenever the purpose of such datasets is changed, 
then it is probably valid that different data sources should be used. In the current 
study, if not the formal government review, before a publicly available data source is 
used, the original purpose should be clearly identified to determine if a second 
application has merit. A classic case of this is the use, or misuse, of the Course 
Experience Questionnaire survey, originally designed to assist the academy to reflect 
on its learning and teaching practices (Ramsden, 1981; Ramsden & Martin, 1996), 
but repurposed to benchmark higher education providers and distribute $224 million 
in funding through the LTPF. The epistemological complexities of such data usage 
cast a constant shadow over any post hoc evaluation. 
7.3.3 Reform, implementation and influence in a short 
timeframe 
The timeline for the government review under examination began in 2003 with a full 
cycle of implementation by each of the three national initiatives, LTPF, ALTC and 
AUQA, completed by 2008. This cycle completion coincided with a further 
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intervention, the 2008 government review of higher education (Bradley, 2008, 
Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, 2011a, 2011b, 
2011c, 2011d, 2011e, 2011f, 2011g, 2011h, 2011i, 2011j, 2011k, 2011l). The result 
was a narrow window of opportunity to examine the three national initiatives, their 
outcomes and, due to the immediacy of next intervention, explore short-term 
indicators of influence only. The nature of learning and teaching, with its myriad of 
contextual factors and local and situational definition of quality, works directly 
against any clear-cut notion of identifying categorical influence between learning and 
teaching policy and practice. In other words, the direct influence of the 2002 
government review and 2003 government reform package is blurred by the 
subsequent 2008 government review and its implementation. While the research 
design adopted by this thesis attempts to redress this difficulty through the adoption 
of the illuminative evaluation methodology and the different types of analysis, the 
inherent complexity of both research and policy processes remains. 
7.3.4 The opacity of expert panel determinations 
Peer review by a panel of experts is a well-known and well-regarded evaluation 
strategy within higher education (Bingham & Ottewill, 2001; Crisp, et al., 2009; 
Harris, et al., 2008; Wood, et al., 2011). Such peer review by an expert panel 
featured within the 2002 government review, as well as the resultant LTPF, ALTC, 
and AUQA implementations. While the names of people on the panels and their 
evaluation reports were publicly available, it was difficult to determine if all 
deliberations and stakeholders involved in the processes were revealed in the 
published documentation. At the end of Cycle One, all three national initiatives were 
also evaluated by expert panels and deemed successful, and yet all three were 
subsequently closed, albeit that ALTC was later resuscitated by public, or at least 
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higher education provider, demand. As a consequence, there is a severe limitation on 
the possibility of any definitive recommendations of this thesis, as all such 
recommendations are tempered by the contentious nature and reading of the 
information available to the researcher. This may be redressed through a qualifier by 
the current author that the recommendations are based only on the publicly available 
documentation and information. 
7.3.5 Quality agenda leading to compliance through funding 
deficits 
The LTPF was successful in engaging the attention of public higher education 
providers in Australia during its short but meteoric lifespan. What is difficult to 
determine is the extent to which engagement was driven by the reduced funding 
environment to offer tacit pursuit of learning and teaching practice wherever there 
was funding attached. As described in Chapter 6, although all public providers 
published learning and teaching plans on their websites, the presentation and quality 
of these plans was diverse. It may be that some were simply developed to ensure an 
institution was eligible to participate in the LTPF funding round rather than to offer 
institution goals and direction for learning and teaching practice. On the other hand, 
it is also possible that all any government can really hope to achieve in the absence 
of genuine commitment is compliance. 
7.3.6 A cautionary note on the volatility of surveys 
In 2010, a change in the Course Experience Questionnaire survey’s Likert scale 
triggered a time series break in the data. Where previously there were three labels 
attached to the Likert scale, now a further two were introduced. This resulted in a 
significant shift in the outcomes across the sector and consequently the government 
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then decided to exclude the Course Experience Questionnaire from the national 
performance indicators for a three-year period (Department of Education, 
Employment and Workplace Relations, 2010a). In 2010, this meant that the first cyle 
of compact-based mission agreements between the government and individual higher 
education providers occured without student feedback of their course experience as a 
national performance indicator of quality in learning and teaching (Department of 
Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, 2011b, 2011e). 
 
As described in Chapter 5, the LTPF performance-based funding model relied 
heavily on the Course Experience Questionnaire and, apart from the concerns 
expressed in Chapter 4 about this dependence on a single stakeholder voice, the long-
term use of datasets is dependent on the stability, consistency and collection of the 
source. As shown above, surveys offer a particular vulnerability in relation to 
reliability as any change may result in a time series break. In this case the 
government was after three-year trend data and the changes to the survey resulted in 
this data source being invalid for three years. 
 
This illuminative evaluation study found that the loss of Course Experience 
Questionnaire data from the government’s already narrow determinants of learning 
and teaching quality (see Chapter 5) meant that the definition of quality was further 
constrained to institutional reporting and the Graduate Destination Survey. This 
meant that, rather than expand the definition of learning and teaching quality through 
broadening the measures of quality, the opposite occurred (Department of Education, 
Employment and Training, 2011a, 2011e). The ways in which institutions were 
required to measure learning and teaching quality for accountability purposes no 
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longer included reliable student feedback on their course experience, for a minimum 
period of three years. 
7.3.7 Building research capacity in higher education 
As demonstrated within the scholarship of discovery opportunities in Chapter 6, the 
health and science disciplines strategically target areas of interest through 
scholarship of discovery opportunities, whereas this is not usual within the education 
discipline, where students elect their own topics. Even so, more recently there were a 
number of indicators of hope signalling that the learning and teaching field of higher 
education is taking its first steps to develop capacity and build a body of researchers 
focused on the field. These indicators of hope are outlined below. 
 
The first indicator is the targeted Doctor of Philosophy scholarship of discovery 
offered by The University of Queensland (2012). This scholarship targets the 
learning and teaching field of higher education with specific focus on e-assessment 
in higher education. This will offer rigorous research and provide a vehicle to build 
capacity in researchers in the field through the identification of areas of need and the 
investment in strategic research.  
 
The second indicator is the championship of the learning and teaching field of higher 
education by the Office for Learning and Teaching through a number of strategic 
priorities (Johns, 2011). Strategic priorities are where the government has identified 
that there are gaps within the research or practice. One element is under way through 
targeted commissioned strategic projects, where Murdoch University is the lead in 
the Professionalisation of the Academic Workforce project (Cummings, 2012). These 
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projects offer hope of ongoing support through the transition from ALTC to the 
Office for Learning and Teaching.  
 
A third indicator of hope is offered through the appearance of a few targeted 
employment positions. The University of South Australia advertised recently for an 
Associate Professor in Academic Standards and Evaluation (2012) and another 
position was offered by the University of Southern Queensland (2012) for a Senior 
Lecturer (Quality) (see Appendix M). Although both of these positions may be in 
direct response to the new regulations arising from the establishment of TEQSA (the 
Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency), these positions offer a stronger 
and more focused investment through ongoing appointments. The extent to which 
these appointments represent the emergence of a new learning and teaching trend in 
higher education in Australia, or whether they are isolated instances with little 
connection to the 2002 to 2008 government reviews is as yet uncertain. 
 
The fourth and final indicator was the announcement that the Office for Learning and 
Teaching Competitive Grants are now to be included in the 2013 Australian 
Competitive Grants Register (Department of Industry, Innovation, Science, Research 
and Tertiary Education, 2013a, 2013c).  
7.4 Recommendations for decision makers 
The key recommendation from this research is based on the premise that a more 
stable approach to widespread organisational change would assist in the maturation 
of the learning and teaching field of higher education in Australia through a 
programmatic reform as overviewed below. 
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This section is structured to include the following sub-sections. 
 
 7.4.1  Bipartisan blueprint for strategic government direction 
 7.4.2 Give agency and trust back to higher education providers 
 7.4.3 Maturation of the field of higher education 
 7.4.4 Universal promotion and employment practices as potential standards 
 7.4.5 Strengthen the learning and teaching quality agenda through  
  evidence 
 7.4.6 The amorphous nature of the casualisation of the academy 
7.4.1 Bipartisan blueprint for strategic government direction 
The Australian government believes that the learning and teaching quality agenda in 
higher education is a major contributing factor to its aim of building a knowledge 
economy (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2002b). In 2003, the new 
accountability framework that formed one element under investigation in this current 
study, promoted bilateral discussions between the Department of Education, Science 
and Training (2010) and individual higher education providers (Department of 
Education, Science and Training, 2010). Therefore, for the higher education sector to 
continue to improve learning and teaching quality, the sector would benefit from 
bipartisan agreement by the leading parties in Australian government to work in 
harmony. This may assist in developing a political trust environment allowing each 
government’s leadership to capitalise on the strategic direction of the higher 
education sector through government reviews that: (i) build upon the successful 
outcomes and learn from the unsuccessful outcomes of the previous government 
reviews; and (ii) contribute to the library of documentary history of higher education 
policy directions and reform outcomes for the nation. This would allow future 
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government reviews to avoid the cycle of creation and implementation by one 
political leadership, and the closure of national initiatives and introduction of new 
ones by an incoming political leadership. 
7.4.2 Give agency and trust back to higher education 
providers 
As defined by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(2009a, 2009b), if Australian higher education stakeholders want to determine the 
learning and teaching quality offered by higher education providers, the academy or 
students enrolled in a course of study, they first need to understand the local 
contextual factors. Higher education providers award citizens with formal 
qualifications and it is in their interest to maintain appropriate levels and standards 
for qualifications awarded under their institutional seal. This self-interest by higher 
education providers supports the government’s need to ensure learning and teaching 
quality. Rather than pursuing quality for accountability purposes, the government 
should trust higher education providers to do their job (Mackay, 1998, 2004; Roades 
& Sporn, 2002) and give agency and academic autonomy back to institutions to 
educate and award formal qualifications to Australia’s citizenry (Alderman, G., 
1996; Coaldrake & Stedman, 1999, 2013). 
7.4.3 Maturation of the field of higher education 
The maturation of a field of research is found in the number of researchers who share 
an interest in a particular area of research. The learning and teaching field of higher 
education is an emerging one and would benefit from strategic and focused attention 
with respect to building research capacity to develop and attract more researchers 
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into this field. One strategic mechanism, in keeping with that applied by other 
disciplines, is to target the field through scholarship of discovery opportunities.  
The Australian government’s interest in building this capacity may be achieved 
through investing funding in targeted scholarships of discovery in learning and 
teaching in higher education. For example, a moderate funding package of 
approximately $10 million (certainly compared with the LTPF $224 million funding 
package) would fund one Australian postgraduate scholarship in each public 
university each year for a ten-year period, based on the 2013 stipend of $24,653 
(Monash University, 2013). The resultant legacy would be the development of nearly 
four hundred scholars, along with the associated capacity building found within their 
supervisors and the overall unique and individual contributions to new knowledge 
and theory. 
 
The legacy would be further enhanced if the scholarship of discovery holders were 
required to build directly on the knowledge of others or work in collaboration with 
other scholarship holders in different universities. This would model the excellent 
outcomes by the ALTC collaborations, previously discussed in Chapter 5 and lauded 
earlier in this chapter. 
7.4.4 Universal promotion and employment practices as 
potential standards 
All higher education providers share practices of employment and promotion where 
the providers could establish de facto standards to promote and value learning and 
teaching in higher education at the point of employment, and this would align with 
current promotion practices. This could be achieved if the higher education providers 
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were encouraged to set employment criteria that reflect the current national 
promotion criteria that values teaching and research equally, particularly where 
formal qualifications in learning and teaching are part of the criteria. 
One example of the ongoing nature of employment practices that illustrates the 
resistance to change or business as usual was found in an advertisement at Griffith 
University (2013). This university’s research centre, dedicated to the learning and 
teaching field of higher education, recently advertised for a Professor, Innovative 
Learning Design and Development. It is heartening to see that formal learning and 
teaching qualifications were included in the selection criteria; however, this criterion 
was desirable rather than essential, and the level of qualification was only a 
Graduate Certificate in Higher Education.  
 
This is in direct contrast to a recent example of formal learning and teaching 
qualifications named within La Trobe University’s Promotions Evidence Matrix 
(2013). The matrix identifies a master’s degree in higher education teaching and 
learning or equivalent as one type of evidence for promotion to associate professor. 
7.4.5 Strengthen the learning and teaching quality agenda 
through evidence 
Higher education in Australia will need to move beyond convenient national 
performance indicators to deepen the measurement of quality and engage 
stakeholders. This may be achieved through investment in different types of data, 
such as the much talked about learning and teaching qualifications held by academic 
staff and award and project outcomes. The statements associated with the ALTC 
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awards and grants proved to be a sound dataset for this thesis and may well offer one 
for the nation. 
7.4.6 The amorphous nature of the casualisation of the 
academy 
As noted in Chapter 6, throughout the period under examination and its focus on 
learning and teaching policy and practice, both the government-reported statistics 
and the analysis of advertised employment opportunities reflected sectoral stability. 
In contrast, the literature presented in Chapter 3 described an increasing concern 
about the casualisation of the academy. It appears that the casualisation of the 
academy is amorphous, without shape or form, and travels under the radar due to 
local employment practices. As learning and teaching in higher education is directly 
dependent on the academy, the amorphous nature of the casualisation of the academy 
would bear further study to enable a deeper understanding of this element. 
7.5 Contribution to theoretical knowledge 
This study was conducted through an illuminative evaluation of the implementation 
of borrowed policies implemented through three national initiatives focused on 
learning and teaching in higher education in Australia. This evaluation research has 
contributed to practice through its recommendations to assist and advise decision 
makers for future government reviews of higher education in Australia. Further, the 
purpose of a doctoral thesis requires the researcher to take the study beyond the 
implications to practice and make a contribution to theoretical knowledge to assist 
and inform scholars in the field. When the Australian government enacted policy 
change through its 2003 reform package and the implementation of three national 
initiatives, LTPF, ALTC, and AUQA, it borrowed different components of the 
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international quality agenda focused on improvement, performance, accountability 
and investment. This type of policy borrowing is well documented within the 
literature; however, as mentioned in Chapter 1, it focused on the policy itself, rather 
than how successful the policy was in its original context. The contribution to 
theoretical knowledge arising from this study is through the research evaluation of 
policy implementation, where policy has been was borrowed from elsewhere. In one 
case, LTPF, the lifespan of the policy was so fleeting that may be deemed a 
managerial fad.  
 
On the other hand, this study confirms that successful policy borrowing is 
achievable, especially when the type of policy implemented has a strong existing 
connection with the stakeholders. For example, peer review of journal articles is 
standard practice in higher education both in Australia and internationally. Therefore, 
when the Australian government introduces new policy direction that is closely 
aligned to a current standard practice, such as evaluation of learning and teaching 
quality through peer review, it is well received by higher education stakeholders. In 
this case, peer review is contained within (i) the government’s continued 
implementation of peer review through government reviews of higher education; 
(ii) peer review of awards, grants and fellowships within ALTC; and (iii) peer review 
of institutions within AUQA. These elements within the learning and teaching 
quality agenda appear to be a good fit within the Australian higher education context. 
 
As a third perspective, measurement of learning and teaching quality through 
national indicators leading to performance-based funding with LTPF was not aligned 
to current practice and was poorly received by higher education stakeholders. In 
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other words, this element within the learning and teaching quality agenda did not 
appear to be a good fit within the context of higher education in Australia.  
In summary, this study contributes to theoretical knowledge by going beyond 
documenting policy borrowing to investigate the implementation and outcomes of 
policy borrowing. It demonstrates that, when borrowing policy, alignment to current 
practice and modification to the new environment are critical to successful 
implementation. As outlined by Rog’s contextual model for evaluation, the success 
of policy borrowing may lay in the contextual alignment and considerations made to 
suit the new environment that occurs prior to the implementation of the borrowed 
policy in its new environment.  
7.6 Future research opportunities arising from this 
study 
Arising from this study, a number of issues were identified that would benefit from 
further investigation. These were: 
 
(i) a critical analysis of the recommendations that emerged from the 2002 
review of higher education, the 2003 reform package and the decision 
making that occurred between these events 
(ii) location of higher education research literature that is published through 
government commissioned research and from grant-funded research 
outcomes; 
(iii) the notion of Australian vocational education and training practitioners 
defined as dual professionals and how this may translate into the higher 
education sector 
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(iv) to enquire whether academic staff who dismiss student evaluation survey 
outcomes in an online mode, also dismissed the outcomes, or elected not 
to participate, in the paper-based mode 
(v) whether there were any state-based variables that had direct influence on 
the LTPF outcomes for universities 
(vi) that this model of a quality agenda in learning and teaching may prove 
beneficial for developing countries 
(vii) where institutions were deemed underperforming through no allocation of 
funds with the LTPF and performing through their engagement with 
ALTC activities, undertake investigation as to the reasons for these 
differences of outcomes 
(viii) determine how important is it for an institutional supportive environment 
of awards and grants for academic staff to be successful in Fellowships  
(ix) the scope and extent to which the casualisation of the academy is 
influencing the quality agenda 
(x)  investigate the specific barriers to targeted scholarships with respect to 
the education discipline, as this may have direct influence on capacity 
building in this area 
(xi) examine the Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) rounds to 
determine the capacity building potential for higher education through the 
outcomes of this process. 
 
Each of these issues represents a particular element that, at the point of publication of 
this thesis, remains relatively unknown. 
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7.7 Conclusion 
At the turn of the twenty-first century, changing international and national economic 
circumstances led the Australian government to focus on the role of the higher 
education sector in pursuing a knowledge economy. In 2002, the government 
initiated a review of higher education as a formative evaluation strategy to determine 
merit, uncover issues and tensions, and to elicit new directions in policy (Department 
of Education, Science and Training, 2002b). In response to this review, the 
government developed a reform package titled Our Universities: Backing Australia’s 
Future (Nelson, B., 2003). Within this government review there were three national 
initiatives focused on learning and teaching. These were the Learning and Teaching 
Performance Fund (LTPF), Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC) and 
Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA). 
 
The purpose of this thesis is to conduct an illuminative program evaluation of an 
intervention, in this case the initial cycle of these three learning and teaching 
national, to document the events and analyse both the intended outcomes and 
unintended outcomes in terms of learning and teaching policy and practice. Based on 
Rog’s contextual parameters (2012), which provides an organisational structure to 
examine an intervention and enables increased understanding of longer term 
influences and outcomes, this study adopts program evaluation as its theoretical 
framework (Patton, 1975, 2002) and the methodological approach of illuminative 
evaluation (Parlett & Hamilton, 1972, 1976) to investigate both intended and 
unintended consequences of the 2002 government attempts to influence higher 
education providers’ behaviours in terms of learning and teaching policy and 
Chapter 7 Conclusion Page 314 
practice. This structured approach takes into account the multiple interconnected 
contexts of higher education in Australia and applies three methods of analysis: 
(i) content; (ii) descriptive statistical analysis; and (iii) bibliometric analysis against a 
number of data sources including government documents, national initiative 
processes and outcomes of their initial cycle (2002 to 2008), higher education 
providers’ websites, advertised employment opportunities, and published journal 
articles with a learning and teaching focus. 
 
The findings suggest that the three national initiatives within the 2003 government 
reform package were successful in terms of bringing learning and teaching to the 
attention of higher education providers and academics through: (i) the consistent 
application of an external agency quality audit model applied to all higher education 
providers; (ii) the recognition of learning and teaching through teaching excellence 
awards; (iii) an environment of collaboration between higher education providers and 
industry partners nurtured through grants; (iv) support for applied research as equal 
to pure research through funding grants; and (v) an increase in scholarship of 
teaching through published journal articles. Further, there is evidence to support that 
the learning and teaching quality agenda in higher education in Australia, with its 
four elements – improvement, performance, accountability and investment – was 
enhanced and enriched through these three learning and teaching national initiatives.  
 
However, in the case of the LTPF, the introduction of a little-known outputs–
outcomes framework, the four-year lifespan of the LTPF and the lack of 
contextualisation associated with policy borrowing in relation to this initiative, with 
funding allocation of $224 million on debatable grounds, may lead stakeholders to 
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consider the LTPF as merely another managerial fad (Birnbaum, 2000; Ponzi & 
Koenig, 2002). As a result, this may have created an environment where Australian 
higher education providers and the academy developed only a minimalist approach to 
the learning and teaching quality agenda for accountability purposes.  
 
Overall, the results of this research suggest that, for the betterment of higher 
education and Australian society as a whole, the government should trust the higher 
education sector, higher education providers and the academy to do their jobs – the 
successful education of Australia’s citizenry. Such a shift would hand back agency to 
the academy and its stakeholders and allow providers to lead the nation in the 
genuinely harmonious pursuit of a knowledge economy. The contribution to the 
theory emerging of higher education programs is to reinforce: (i) the critical nature of 
contextualisation for all policies borrowed or transferred from one another setting to 
another; and (ii) the primacy of four elements – improvement, performance, 
accountability and investment – in supporting a more enhanced view of the learning 
and teaching quality agenda in higher education to reflect the wider interests of all 
stakeholders. 
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Appendices 
Appendix A Methodology 2002 government review of 
Higher Education 
This review was conducted in two phases. The initial phase is the government 
review, and the second phase is the Government’s response to the government 
review (Department of Education, Science and Training, 2002c). In 2002, the 
Australian Government conducted a review of the Higher Education system and then 
in 2003 the Government responded to the ‘review/revaluation’ and developed a 
reform package  
 
The government review methodology included the following key approaches and 
steps to the current reform/evaluation process: 
• The release of an overview paper titled Higher Education at the Crossroads 
(Department of Education, Science and Training, 2002b).  
• The establishment of a reference group with representatives from the Higher 
Education sector, business and community groups.  
• The release of a series of issues papers to explore a range of key issues. These 
papers were: 
• Striving for quality: Learning, teaching and scholarship, 
• Setting firm foundations: Financing Australian Higher Education, 
• Varieties of excellence: Diversity, specialisation and regional engagement, 
• Achieving equitable and appropriate outcomes: Indigenous Australians in 
Higher Education, 
• Meeting the challenges: The Government and management of universities, 
and 
• Varieties of learning: The interface between Higher Education and 
Vocational Education and Training. 
• Then submissions were invited from stakeholders to address the issues raised 
in the papers above. 
• Following closure of submissions, 48 forums were held in major cities 
involving around 800 stakeholders. 
• Finally a two day ministerial forum was held with a range of stakeholders, the 
reference group and the Minister for Education. 
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Appendix B 2003 Government Reform Package 
Outcomes 
The reform package (Nelson, B., 2003) outcomes were: 
 
1  Higher Education - a national priority 
 The need for reform 
1.2  A new vision  
1.3  Future directions 
2  Support for Higher Education institutions 
2.1  New model for Commonwealth support of student places . Commonwealth  
Grant Scheme  
2.2  Increased contributions 
2.3  National Governance Protocols 
2.4  Regional loading 
2.5  Conversion of marginal places  
2.6  Growth in university places 
2.7  National Priority areas  
2.8  Learning Entitlements  
2.9  Changes to arrangements for full fee paying students  
2.10  Reporting requirements2.11 State/Territory and Commonwealth relationships 
2.12  Transitional Arrangements3 Support for students 
3.1  HECS-HELP 
3.2  Fee Paying HELP (FEE-HELP 
3.3  Overseas Study HELP (OS-HELP) 
4  Commonwealth Learning Scholarships Programme 
4.1  Commonwealth Education Costs Scholarships (CECS 
4.2  Commonwealth Accommodation Scholarships (CAS)  
4.3  International Scholarships 
4.4  More scholarships for postgraduate research students  
5  Promoting excellence in learning and teaching 
5.1  National Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education 
5.2  New Australian Awards for University Teaching  
5.3  LTPF 
5.4  International Centres of Excellence  
6  Strengthening research capacity  
6.1  National strategy on research infrastructure  
6.2  Greater collaboration between universities and Publicly Funded Research  
 Agencies 
6.3  Strategic affiliation of Australian Institute of Marine Science with James 
Cook  
 University  
6.4  ARC to fund Chief Investigator salaries 
6.5  Evaluation of Knowledge and Innovation reforms  
7  A renewed focus on equity  
7.1  Increased funding for Indigenous Support Fund 
7.2  Indigenous Staff Scholarships 
7.3  Indigenous Higher Education Advisory Council  
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7.4  Enhancement of the Higher Education Equity Programme  
7.5  More assistance for students with disabilities  
8  Fostering flexible and responsive workplaces  
8.1  Workplace Productivity Programme  
8.2  Changes to the Workplace Relations Act 1996  
8.3  Association of Governing Bodies of Australian universities 
9  Enhancing collaboration and structural reform  
9.1  Collaboration and Structural Reform Fund 
10  Assuring quality  
10.1  Overseas audits 
10.2  Enhancements to the Graduate Destination Survey and Course Experience  
 Questionnaire  
10.3  Enhancement of the Graduate Skills Assessment 
11  Higher Education Information Management System  
12  Implementation and review  
13  Optional Membership of Student Organisations 
  
Appendices Page 367 
Appendix C Ethical Guidelines for Conducting 
Evaluations 
 
The following is an extract from the Australasian Evaluation Society 
A  COMMISSIONING AND PREPARING FOR AN EVALUATION 
 
PRINCIPLE  All parties involved in commissioning and conducting an evaluation 
should be fully informed about what is expected to be delivered and what can 
reasonably be delivered so that they can weigh up the ethical risks before entering an 
agreement. 
PRINCIPLE  All persons who might be affected by whether or how an evaluation 
proceeds should have an opportunity to identify ways in which any risks might be 
reduced. 
 
B  CONDUCTING AN EVALUATION 
 
PRINCIPLE  An evaluation should be designed, conducted and reported in a 
manner that respects the rights, privacy, dignity and entitlements of those affected by 
and contributing to the evaluation.  
PRINCIPLE  An evaluation should be conducted in ways that ensure that the 
judgements that are made as a result of the evaluation and any related actions are 
based on sound and complete information. This principle is particularly important for 
those evaluations that have the capacity to change the total quantum and/or 
distribution of program benefits or costs to stakeholders in the program. 
 
C  REPORTING THE RESULTS OF AN EVALUATION 
 
PRINCIPLE  The evaluation should be reported in such a way that audiences are 
provided with a fair and balanced response to the terms of reference for the 
evaluation. 
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Appendix D Publications by Researcher During 
Candidature 
 
The following publications, in chronologic order, are evidence of the researcher’s 
ongoing commitment to clarify and consolidate knowledge and experience through 
Scholarship of Teaching. 
 
Alderman, L. (2007, January 29). Just mix universities, courses, modes and students: 
where is information literacy in this mix? Paper presented at the Australian 
and New Zealand Institute for Information Literacy (ANZIIL), Wollongong. 
 
Just mix universities, courses, modes and students:  
where is information literacy in this mix? 
 
Abstract 
 
The purpose of this presentation is to explore the notion of ‘added value’ that flows 
from good practice in teaching and learning. From 2002 to 2005 I was employed as a 
Curriculum Development Coordinator in the School of Architecture and Built 
Environment at The University of Newcastle. The School context was one of strong 
traditions in teaching and learning however, there were some external indicators that 
suggested some elements required review. 
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Alderman, L. (2007, June 13-14). Employment opportunities in Australia for 
educational researchers: a review of recent advertisements. Paper presented at 
the AARE Focus Conference, Canberra. 
 
Employment opportunities in Australia for educational researchers: a review of 
recent advertisements 
 
 
Abstract 
 
The Australian Association for Research in Education (AARE) by promoting the 
conference theme has identified a need to be more proactive to ensure growth in the 
number of educational researchers. Within the Higher Education sector there are a 
number of methods used to encourage interest in a particular area, and these include 
policy, funding, sponsorship, employment and scholarships. There are three types of 
employment for academics: Research, Lecturing and Teaching and Learning and two 
types of scholarships: either students self-identify the topic or topics are targeted 
with associated funding. The aim of this study is to review the academic positions 
and targeted scholarships of Australian Universities and research organisations 
gathered from advertisements in a national newspaper. This will establish a baseline 
of recent practice from July to December, 2006 and identify opportunities for 
researchers in all Disciplines and specifically in education. Results reveal the two 
main groups for academics are Research and Lecturing, with a small number in 
Teaching and Learning. Although the Education Discipline is well represented 
overall (3rd in 12 Disciplines after Health and Science) in terms of research 
opportunities education then moves to 10th position. A further significant finding is 
the highly contractual nature of research versus the more stable, tenured environment 
for lecturing. There are a number of implications arising from this short study. 
Firstly, the Discipline of Education as a targeted area for research alone is 
significantly under-represented in the advertised positions but is well represented in 
lecturing where the role always requires teaching and research. Thus it seems the 
amount of time devoted to research by academics in the education Discipline is 
significantly lower than for health or science. Secondly, there are few 
industry/Government targeted scholarships in the education Discipline therefore any 
growth in numbers of educational researchers through postgraduate study is not 
expanded by funding to meet identified needs. In conclusion AARE, an association 
interested in promoting the growth of educational research, has an obvious need to 
encourage and review the outcomes of this study and perhaps adopt some of the 
successful strategies employed by other Disciplines to improve the opportunities for 
educational researchers in the future.  
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Alderman, L. (2007, July 12-14). Methods research on the evaluation of teaching 
practice in Higher Education. Paper presented at the Higher Education 
Research and Development Society of Australasia Inc, Sydney. 
 
Methods research on the evaluation of teaching practice  
in Higher Education. 
 
Abstract 
 
The purpose of this paper is to report on a methods research project investigating the 
evaluation of diverse teaching practice in Higher Education. The research method is 
a single site case study of an Australian university with data collected through 
published documents, surveys, interviews and focus groups. This project provides 
evidence of the wide variety of evaluation practice and diverse teaching practice 
across the university. This breadth identifies the need for greater flexibility of 
evaluation processes, tools and support to assist teaching staff to evaluate their 
diverse teaching practice. The employment opportunities for academics benchmark 
the university nationally and position the case study in the field. Finally this 
reaffirms the institutional responsibility for services to support teaching staff in an 
ongoing manner. 
 
Keywords: academic staff, education developers, methods research teaching 
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Alderman, L. (2007, Sept 4-7). Workshop: Embedding evaluation feedback in review 
of teaching. Paper presented at the Australasian Evaluation Society 
International Conference, Melbourne. 
 
Workshop: Embedding evaluation feedback in review of teaching 
 
Abstract 
 
This workshop is based on the Quality Achievement Matrix (QAM) developed by 
the Australian Quality Council (2000) and Enterprise & Career Education 
Foundation. The QAM is a practical tool, underpinned by a sound theoretical basis 
and ‘is based on the idea that programs of structured workplace learning achieve 
more when there is a collaborative culture of people trying to improve program 
processes and outcomes’. The success of this tool is found in its straightforward 
design, holistic view and evidence-based approach leading to an action plan. The 
ultimate benefit for Higher Education is the intended audience is teaching 
practitioners and encourages a systemic approach to teaching review. The Quality 
Evaluation Matrix (QEM), an adaptation of the original, is designed to assist 
academic staff to review their course or program of study facilitated by teaching and 
learning staff (academic, educational and curriculum development). The focus of this 
workshop will be ‘evaluation’ and how evidence from formal evaluation tools can be 
embedded to inform systemic teaching review. The intended audience is anyone who 
is interested in developing additional ways to utilise the valuable data provided by 
evaluation processes. Intended level is novice through to expert.  
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Alderman, L. (2007, Nov 22). Value Adding: the extras that flow from the pursuit of 
good practice. Paper presented at the University of Wollongong Academic 
Integrity Symposium, Wollongong. 
 
Value Adding: the extras that flow from the pursuit of good practice 
 
Abstract 
 
‘Academic integrity’ is the focus of this symposium, however, ‘academic integrity’ 
was part of ‘value adding’ in the project I will present today. I was employed as a 
Curriculum Development Coordinator within the School of Architecture and Built 
Environment at The University of Newcastle between the years 2002-2005 and 
worked closely with staff, students and the curriculum. As with all institutions, the 
pursuit of good practice and the quality of teaching and learning in Higher Education 
is on the agenda of the School and the professional body, the Royal Australian 
Institute of Architects. This presentation will offer an example of how a review of 
one element of teaching and learning, the curriculum, can lead to an improvement in 
the quality of teaching and learning. More specifically, it will highlight the ‘value 
adding’ or the unexpected benefits that flow from the pursuit of good practice 
including ‘academic integrity’. Finally this presentation will illustrate how the 
pursuit of good practice can easily incorporate sub-themes like ‘academic integrity’ 
and result in evidence of improvement in the quality of teaching and learning. 
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Alderman, L. (2007, Nov 28-29). Are the life cycles of Academic Development 
Centres leading anywhere? Paper presented at the Australian Association of 
Institutional Researchers 2007 Forum. 
 
Are the life cycles of Academic Development Centres leading anywhere? 
 
Abstract 
 
This paper will explore the purpose, services and place of Academic Development 
Centres within an Australian university, identify possible pathways for the future and 
offer the outcomes of this study as points of discussion at the AAIR conference. As 
identified within the conference theme ‘the changing Higher Education 
environment’, every university in Australia is aware that change is on the agenda. 
New Government policies in Higher Education seem to keep ‘teaching and learning’ 
and ‘research’ firmly at the forefront of any discussion in the Higher Education 
tearooms. But where does this leave the units or centres that provide fundamental 
support in a range of activities across each university in Australia. These support 
services offer students and staff support through libraries, learning centres, academic 
development centres and access pathways and may be located either centrally or 
within Faculties or Schools. However, not all of these support services have the solid 
reputation of a library where it is possible to benchmark client services against other 
institutions and it is strongly supported by a well recognised international body with 
agreed standards of practice. In fact, one support service that has a mixed history is 
the Academic Development Centre. It is often subject to restructuring, 
decentralisation and re-establishment and yet the Centres offer fundamental support 
for teaching staff at universities. Therefore, in a time of change, when the pursuit of 
quality of teaching and learning is of great interest, there is an opportunity to review 
the place and importance of a support unit like an Academic Development Centre. 
This study will identify the purpose and place of Academic Development Centres in 
universities in Australia and consider possible future pathways for these Centres. 
This study will investigate through a number of research questions: (i) is there an 
ongoing need for Academic Development Centres in Higher Education in Australia? 
(ii) if yes, where can this lead?; or (iii) if no, what are the alternatives? These 
questions will be explored through three phases: review of essential criteria for 
employment in teaching and learning academic advertisements by Australian 
universities over a 1 year period; benchmark the services offered by Academic 
Development Centres across Australia; and finally compare the educational 
employment requirements for teachers across all education sectors in Australia. This 
paper is written to encourage discussion and debate at the upcoming AAIR 
conference around the issue of Academic Development Centres. 
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Alderman, L. (2007). Mechanisms and Strategies for Evaluating your teaching at 
University. Newcastle: Lyn Alderman. 
 
Mechanisms and Strategies for Evaluating your teaching at University 
 
Abstract 
 
Evaluation is a strong element in everyday life. Every time you look back and reflect 
on a task, think about what happened, consider what the outcomes were and how 
they compare to the intended outcomes; you are undertaking an evaluation. More 
formally, Tyler (1949) stated that to evaluate is to determine if the extent to which 
the desired outcomes have actually been realised. This definition is taken further by 
Scriven (1991) who described evaluation in terms of formative and summative; 
formative is conducted in the development or improvement phase; whereas 
summative is conducted after the activity or program or product is complete. 
 
Given that evaluation is something that is quite familiar; this resource is designed as 
a guide for academic staff employed in a teaching role at Universities. The purpose is 
to provide examples of different types of mechanisms and strategies that are in 
current use. Some may be very familiar, such as attendance at conferences, but others 
may be unfamiliar, such as a mystery student. You may find it useful to speak with 
colleagues who have used this type of evaluation before you try it out yourself. 
 
After ten years’ experience in the field of evaluation in Higher Education in 
Australia, the author is very aware of the individualistic nature of evaluation. 
Therefore, here is a word of caution. It is important to understand the individual 
context of your situation, isolate the variables, determine the original objectives of 
the exercise, activity, program or project before you evaluate the outcomes.  
 
If, at the end of your evaluation, you then reflect, review and improve on your 
practice, you have engaged in Schon’s (Infed on Schon, 2005; Schon, 1983, 1987) 
reflection in and on practice. Extend that to write a conference paper or journal 
article and you have extend your engagement to Scholarship of Teaching (Boyer, 
1990). 
 
Keywords: evaluate; evaluation; learning and teaching; academic; lecturer; tutor 
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Alderman, L. (2008, Sept 8-12). Workshop: Focus groups as a data collection 
instrument. Paper presented at the Australasian Evaluation Society 
International Conference, Perth. 
 
Workshop: Focus groups as a data collection instrument 
 
Abstract 
 
The outcomes from your research project are dependent on the research design and 
selection of data collection instruments. The decision to conduct a focus group to 
collect data requires a clear understanding of the aims, objective and purpose leading 
to the selection of this type of research instrument. But what style of focus group will 
provide you with the best results for your research project? Are you interested in a 
more structured focus group where data collection is guided by a skilled interviewer? 
Or is it more important to collect data through a more organic method where the 
participant group guide the process? 
 
This workshop will offer participants an opportunity to participate in two different 
styles of focus groups, prepare interview questions, collect and analyse data, then 
compare and contrast the different focus group styles. The styles will include the 
more traditional focus group as a group interview with structured questions and the 
Open Space Technology focus group where the researcher provides a title for the 
focus group and then the participants guide the process and perform the first levels of 
coding. 
 
Your participation in this workshop will provide insight into focus groups as a 
technique, how your data collection instrument can offer a safe environment for what 
may be an emotive issue and where focus groups offer special opportunities for a 
supportive response. An explicit exploration of research bias and how to minimise 
this effect will be investigated through the comparative analysis of the two styles of 
focus group. 
 
The target audience for this workshop are all evaluators who are interested in gaining 
understanding through experiential learning into focus groups as a data collection 
instrument and who would like to extend their knowledge and review a lesser known, 
but highly effective style, Open Space Technology focus groups.  
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Alderman, L. (2008). The spread of selection criteria as advertised for academic 
positions at Queensland universities in 2007. Unpublished paper. 
 
The spread of selection criteria as advertised for academic positions  
at Queensland universities in 2007 
 
Abstract 
 
In Australia, the Higher Education sector is undergoing a period of change with 
increased focus on accountability and the quality of ‘teaching and learning’. It is in 
this context of change that my interest has been drawn to the study of how 
universities attract academic staff across the Higher Education sector, making 
comparisons with methods used for research staff as against the United Kingdom 
(UK) model. 
 
In Australia there is no nationally accepted pre-employment requirement for 
academic staff to be examined by and registered with an appropriate professional 
teaching body or to meet some standard set of requirements. However, there is 
anecdotal information of self-regulating arrangements for post-employment training 
for academic staff involved directly in teaching roles. This requirement is not 
standard and varies from just a few days through to the achievement of a teaching 
graduate certificate. As a result of the absence of established standards there is 
greater variation of the emphasis placed on the way each university selects academic 
staff for such a teaching role.  
 
The employment selection processes are generally kept private to an employer 
however, it is general procedure to publish the Selection Criteria for advertised 
positions in national newspapers and on employer websites. Hence this general 
procedure presents an opportunity to explore the Higher Education sector during the 
advertisement phase of the selection process. 
 
This paper represents a cross-institutional review of pre-employment Selection 
Criteria by universities in Queensland, Australia through the collection, collation and 
analysis of the Selection Criteria set out in nationally advertised academic positions.  
 
A database of the positions advertised from September-October 2007 was assembled 
to show the range of attributes and to compare positions by institution, category, 
tenure, and appointment. The text analysis of Selection Criteria will establish that 
they are a reasonable vehicle to establish a de facto self-regulating standard for the 
employment of academic staff in Queensland universities though current practice 
indicates varying degrees of success. 
 
Keywords: Higher Education, teaching, lecturer 
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Towers, S., Alderman, L., Nielsen, S., & McLean, S. V. (2010, June 30 - July 2). A 
Risk-based Approach to Course Quality Assurance. Paper presented at the 
Quality in Uncertain Times, Australian Quality Forum, Gold Coast. 
 
A Risk-based Approach to Course Quality Assurance 
 
 Abstract 
 
A decade ago, Queensland University of Technology (QUT) developed an innovative 
annual Courses Performance Report, but through incremental change, this report 
became quite labour-intensive. A new risk-based approach to course quality 
assurance, that consolidates voluminous data in a simple dashboard, responds to the 
changing context of the Higher Education sector. This paper will briefly describe 
QUT’s context and outline the second phase of implementation of this new approach 
to course quality assurance. The main components are: Individual Course Reports 
(ICRs), the Consolidated Courses Performance Report (CCPR), Underperforming 
Courses Status Update and the Strategic Faculty Courses Update (SFCU). These 
components together form a parsimonious and strategic annual cycle of reporting and 
place QUT in a positive position to respond to future sector change.  
 
Keywords: university, Higher Education, TEQSA 
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Duncan, M., & Alderman, L. (2010, October 3-6). Future Directions in Course 
Quality Assurance. Paper presented at the Tertiary Education Management 
Conference, Melbourne. 
 
Future Directions in Course Quality Assurance 
 
 Abstract 
 
The Course Quality Assurance System at Queensland University of Technology 
(QUT) has as its centrepiece an exemplar of data visualisation known as the 
Individual Course Report (ICR). This report provides every course coordinator with 
an annual snapshot of their performance data evaluated against QUT and national 
benchmarks. In this article, the impact of the ICR is explored through the case study 
of one undergraduate course identified as underperforming. The case study features 
an innovative, ethnographic approach to working with course teams and highlights 
the importance of context, collaboration and appropriate support in creating 
evidence-based action plans for course improvement. 
 
Keywords: Quality assurance, data visualisation, ethnographic evaluation, cultural 
change. 
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Alderman, L. (2010, December 13-14). Finding your research voice: the application 
of bibliometrics as an analytic literature tool on the learning and teaching 
field of Higher Education. Paper presented at the Postgraduate and Newer 
Researchers Conference, Society for Research in Higher Education, Newport, 
Wales. 
 
Finding your research voice: the application of bibliometrics as an analytic 
literature tool on the learning and teaching field of Higher Education 
 
Abstract 
 
This paper documents the use of bibliometrics as a methodology to bring forth a 
structured, systematic and rigorous way to analyse and evaluate a range of literature. 
When starting out and reading broadly for my doctoral studies, one article by 
Trigwell and Prosser (1996b) led me to reflect about my level of comprehension as 
the content, concepts and methodology did not resonate with my epistemology. A 
disconnection between our paradigms emerged. Further reading unveiled the work by 
Doyle (1987) who categorised research in teaching and teacher education by three 
main areas: teacher characteristics, methods research and teacher behaviour. My 
growing concerns that there were gaps in the knowledge also exposed the difficulties 
in documenting said gaps. As an early researcher who required support to locate 
myself in the field and to find my research voice, I identified bibliometrics (Budd, 
1988, 1990, 1992; Yeoh & Kaur, 2007) as an appropriate methodology to add value 
and rigour in three ways. Firstly, the application of bibliometrics to analyse articles is 
systematic, builds a picture from the characteristics of the literature, and offers a way 
to elicit themes within the categories. Secondly, by systematic analysis there is 
occasion to identify gaps within the body of work, limitations in methodology or 
areas in need of further research. Finally, extension and adaptation of the 
bibliometrics methodology, beyond citation or content analysis, to investigate the 
merit of methodology, participants and instruments as a determinant for research 
worth allowed the researcher to build confidence and contribute new knowledge to 
the field. Therefore, this paper frames research in the learning and teaching field of 
Higher Education through teacher characteristics, methods research and teacher 
behaviour, visually represents the literature analysis and locates my research self 
within methods research. Through my research voice I will present the bibliometrics 
methodology, the outcomes and document the landscape of learning and teaching in 
the field of Higher Education. 
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Alderman, L., Towers, S., Bannah, S. & Phan, L. H. (2014). Reframing evaluation at 
QUT. Evaluation Journal of Australasia, 14(1), 24-34. 
 
Reframing evaluation of learning and teaching 
 
Abstract 
 
This article is the second in a series1 of three that describes the journey on which the 
Queensland University of Technology (QUT) embarked to redevelop our evaluation 
practices in the interest of improving the quality of learning and teaching. The article 
provides insights into: how the previous evaluation system operated and why it 
needed to change; the emergence and early development of the new project; and 
formulation of a conceptual framework identifying key dimensions of evaluation. It 
then compares the draft framework with other conceptualisations and models of 
evaluation identified in the literature to determine its validity and suitability for 
supporting QUT’s plans for the future. Given that the project followed Seldin’s 
evidence-based, practice-led process, the findings are presented in the belief that 
QUT’s experience is broadly applicable to other institutions that may be 
contemplating change in relation to the evaluation of learning and teaching.  
 
Keywords: Higher Education; evaluation approach; evaluation methodology; 
learning and teaching; teaching 
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Alderman, L., Towers, S., & Bannah, S. (2012). Student feedback systems in Higher 
Education: a focused literature review and environmental scan. Quality in 
Higher Education, 18(3), 261-280. 
 
Student feedback systems in Higher Education: a focused literature review and 
environmental scan 
 
Abstract 
 
In recent times, Higher Education institutions have paid increasing attention to the 
views of students, their largest stakeholder group. To obtain feedback from students 
on their experience of learning and teaching, universities in Australia and many other 
parts of the world routinely conduct internal surveys. In 2011, Queensland University 
of Technology (QUT) began a project to review its approach to evaluation, 
particularly the student survey system it had been using for the past five years. This 
paper reviews national and international research in the field and reports on practices 
in other Australian universities as a means of providing QUT with a sound base from 
which to consider a revised approach. Findings demonstrate that while student 
feedback is valued and used by all Australian universities, survey practices are 
idiosyncratic and in the majority of cases, questionnaires lack validity and reliability; 
data is used inadequately or inappropriately; and they offer limited potential for 
cross-sector benchmarking. The study confirms the need for institutions to develop 
an overarching framework for evaluation in which a valid, reliable, multidimensional 
and useful student feedback survey constitutes just one part. 
 
Keywords: Higher Education; evaluation; learning and teaching; student feedback; 
surveys; teaching 
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Alderman, Lyn & Melanie, Larissa (2012) REFRAME: a new approach to evaluation 
in higher education. Studies in Learning, Evaluation, Innovation and 
Development, 9(1), pp. 33-41.  
 
 
REFRAME: A new approach to evaluation in Higher Education 
 
Abstract 
 
 Evaluation practices in the Higher Education sector have been criticised for having 
unclear purpose and principles; ignoring the complexity and changing nature of 
learning and teaching and the environments in which they occur; relying almost 
exclusively on student ratings of teachers working in classroom settings; lacking 
reliability and validity; using data for inappropriate purposes; and focusing on 
accountability and marketing rather than the improvement of learning and teaching. 
In response to similar criticism from stakeholders, in 2011 Queensland University of 
Technology began a project, entitled REFRAME, to review its approach to 
evaluation, particularly the student survey system it had been using for the past five 
years. This presentation will outline the scholarly, evidence-based methodology used 
to undertake institution-wide change, meet the needs of stakeholders suitable to the 
cultural needs of the institution. It is believed that this approach is broadly applicable 
to other institutions contemplating change with regard to evaluation of learning and 
teaching.  
 
Keywords: Higher education; evaluation; learning and teaching; student feedback; 
surveys; teaching  
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Workshop: How to meet stakeholders’ expectations, not manage them? 
 
Abstract 
 
 Evaluation is a critical element of learning and teaching quality and all universities 
in Australia grapple with the balance between meeting the external government 
requirements for reporting and quality accountability and the internal need for quality 
improvement within a local, cultural setting. Queensland University of Technology 
has embarked on a new approach to evaluation through a project, entitled 
REFRAME. This project has turned around the notion of trying to manage the 
expectations of stakeholders to focus on how to meet their expectations. In this 
situation, there is a need to be flexible, reasoned and develop a certain level of trust 
with all stakeholders to undertake broad spread institutional change.  
 
This workshop offers an opportunity to engage in activities and will be delivered 
through a series of research questions. Who are the key stakeholders? Where is the 
balance between external quality accountability and internal quality improvement? 
What are the situational or cultural needs of an institution? And finally, what 
evidence would indicate short-term and long-term impact?  
 
This workshop would be of interest to evaluation and quality leaders, curriculum 
leaders, project managers, and academic staff.  
 
Keywords: Learning and teaching; evaluation; project management; Higher 
Education sector; course evaluation; teaching evaluation. 
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Appendix E Detailed Examples of Content Analysis 
Coding Outcomes  
 
Learning and teaching 
LEARNING OUTCOMES 
 Discipline attributes AUQA commends La Trobe University for the manner in 
which those involved with nursing education are 
collaborating across campuses to achieve full integration and 
consistency in their academic offerings, providing an 
exemplar for other disciplines to follow. 
 Employment/transitions out Mr Gregory Boland, University of Canberra, 
Australian Capital Territory. For innovative approaches to 
work-integrated learning underpinned by scholarly activities 
that enhance student engagement in the field of business and 
Government. 
 Evaluation Investigating the application of IT generated data as an 
indicator of learning and teaching performance in Higher 
Education. Queensland University of Technology. University 
of British Columbia (UBC) – Canada. $138,883. Project 
Summary. 
 Graduate attributes/skills That USQ consider using the Faculty of Engineering 
and Surveying project as a blueprint for inculcating 
‘Attributes of a USQ Graduate’ into its other programs. 
 Transnational That UB, through its Academic Board, develop moderation 
protocols for use in arrangements where UB courses are 
being delivered off-campus by external partners and ensure 
these protocols are appropriately applied. 
LEARNING-FOCUSSED ACTIVITIES 
 Environment Dr Catherine Allan, Charles Sturt University, New South 
Wales. For creating and enhancing a learning environment 
that nurtures the development of environmental management 
students at the start of their university education. 
 Real world Practicum partnerships: Exploring models of practicum 
organisation in teacher education for a standards based 
profession. The University of Melbourne. Victorian Council 
of Deans of Education, Victorian Institute of Teaching. 
$147,035. Project summary. 
 Resources/library Psyclips: multi-level, multi-media resources for teaching first 
year university physics. The University of New South Wales. 
$81,380. Project summary. 
 Technology/online Assessing and improving spatial ability for design-based 
disciplines utilising online systems. The University of 
Newcastle. Southern Cross University, La Trobe University, 
Edith Cowan University, Michigan Technological University. 
$196,331. Project Summary. 
STUDENT FACTORS 
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 Diversity LiFE – Learning interactively for engagement: Meeting the 
learning and teaching needs of refugee students in two 
Western Australian universities. Murdoch University. Curtin 
University of Technology. $140,778. Project summary. 
 Learning community Enhancing domestic and international students’ engagement: 
changing attitudes and behaviours. The University of 
Melbourne. RMIT University, Victoria University. $220,000. 
Project summary. 
 Services Ms Lindy Cooper and others, Macquarie University, New 
South Wales. For highly valued, tailored, on-line and face-to-
face academic administrative support to postgraduate 
Linguistics students irrespective of their country of origin. 
 First year/transitions in Ms Laurine Hurley, Australian Catholic University, 
National. For sustained commitment to enhancing the 
transition to Higher Education through improving 
accessibility to science, peer mentoring and leading the First 
Year Experience program. 
TEACHING CONTEXT 
 Assessment Improving the Formative and Summative Assessment of 
Novice Computer Programmers. University of Technology, 
Sydney. Monash University, Queensland University of 
Technology, University of Sydney, University of Southern 
Queensland. $196,340. Project summary. 
 Curriculum A threshold concepts focus to curriculum design: supporting 
student learning through application or variation theory. The 
Australian National University. University of Technology, 
Sydney, Queensland University of Technology, The 
University of Sydney. $219,000. Project summary. 
 Leadership Building academic leadership capability at the course level: 
developing course coordinators into academic leaders. Curtin 
University of Technology. Australian Technology Network. 
$197,000. Project summary. 
 Methodology Using threshold concepts to generate a new understanding of 
teaching and learning in biology. The University of Sydney. 
University of Western Sydney, The University of New South 
Wales. $191,400. Project summary. 
 Recognition Professor Mark Israel, Flinders University. Agents of 
Change: using awards for teaching excellence to identify and 
develop new generations of leadership in learning and 
teaching. 
 Research supervision Professor Leonie Rennie, Curtin University of Technology. 
For exemplary supervision and empowerment of research 
students through promoting high standards in research 
education for students and their supervisors. 
 Teacher training Develop and implement a pilot programme of ‘External Peer 
Review of Teaching’ in four Australian Universities. The 
University of New South Wales. The University of Adelaide, 
University of Canberra, Griffith University. $199,170. 
Project summary.  
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Research 
 
 Centres/areas of excellence That the review process for research centres be more 
precisely specified, and that consideration be given to 
including significant external input. 
 Culture/structure AUQA affirms the actions being undertaken by UTS to 
improve the turnaround time for noncomplex research and 
consulting contracts. 
 Outcomes AUQA commends the University for good outcomes in 
research across a number of research indicators and for a 
demonstrated trend of improved performance in most 
measures. 
 Professional development AUQA commends the University of Canberra for the 
importance it gives to activities designed to support and to 
encourage early researchers. 
 
Institution 
 Culture/community AUQA commends the ANU Council for the involvement of 
its members in furthering the aims and aspirations of the 
University, and for the procedures and processes it has 
adopted to ensure that its governance is of a high standard. 
 Faculties/divisions/campus Management AUQA commends La Trobe University 
for some good examples of positive and well managed 
relationships with offshore partners which help enable the 
University to provide quality education to students overseas. 
 Policy Outcomes/ performance AUQA commends The University of Western 
Australia for underpinning planning and management 
decision-making with a well-developed online reporting 
system, both in terms of a general EIS and also in terms of 
reporting against specific objectives in the OPP. 
Workforce/professional development  That the University continue its 
progress towards an effective process of annual staff reviews 
which is linked to both performance and development 
outcomes. Once approved, this initiative should be 
implemented throughout the whole University, applying 
equally to academic and general staff and with primary 
responsibility for its implementation resting with the Head of 
School (or equivalent). 
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Appendix F University Alliances 
Group of Eight (Go8) 
Monash University 
The Australian National University 
The University of Adelaide 
The University of Melbourne 
The University of Queensland 
The University of Sydney 
University of New South Wales 
University of Western Australia  
Australian Technology Network (ATN) 
Curtin University of Technology 
Queensland University of Technology 
Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology 
University of South Australia 
University of Technology, Sydney 
Innovative Research Universities (IUR) 
Charles Darwin University 
Griffith University 
James Cook University 
La Trobe University 
Murdoch University 
The Flinders University of South Australia 
The University of Newcastle 
Regional Universities Network (RUN) 
Central Queensland University 
Southern Cross University 
University of Ballarat 
University of New England 
University of Southern Queensland 
University of the Sunshine Coast 
Other institutions with no formal alliance (Independent) 
Australian Catholic University 
Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education 
Charles Sturt University 
Deakin University 
Edith Cowan University 
Macquarie University 
Swinburne University of Technology 
University of Canberra 
University of Tasmania 
University of Western Sydney 
University of Wollongong 
Victoria University 
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Appendix G Citation Database 
 
 
Citations
Year
Times Cited 
(3/10/10) Australian study
International 
study Category Research Type Institutions Disciplines BFOE Courses Level Academics Students Methodology Instrument 1 Instrument 2 Instrument 3
Harman, K. (2002). Merging divergent campus cultures into coherent educational 
communities: Challenges for higher education leaders. Higher Education, 44(1), 
91-114. 2002 0
yes no MR D conceptual paper
Key, B., & McLennan, I. (2002). Developmental biology in Australia and New 
Zealand. International Journal of Developmental Biology, 46(4), 341-351.
2002 0
yes 2 countries MR D Biology Review of discipline in Australia 
and New zealand
Hazel, E., Prosser, M., & Trigwell, K. (2002). Variation in learning orchestration in 
university biology courses. International Journal of Science Education, 24(7), 737-
751. 2002 9
yes no TB D 2 272 Phenomenography cluster 
analysis
Examination 
results
SOLO taxonomy Open-ended 
question
Heath, T. J. (2002). Longitudinal study of veterinarians from entry to the 
veterinary course to ten years after graduation: career paths. Australian 
Veterinary Journal, 80(8), 468-473.
2002 21
yes no TB E 1 Vetgerinary 129 Longitudinal study over 10 
years
3 questionnaires
Theobald, K., & Mitchell, M. (2002). Mentoring: improving transition to practice. 
Aust J Adv Nurs, 20(1), 27-33.
2002
yes no TB D Nursing Descriptive paper on transition
Staehr, L. J., & Byrne, G. J. (2003). Using the defining issues test for evaluating 
computer ethics teaching. Ieee Transactions on Education, 46(2), 229-234.
2003 1
yes no TB D Computing 28 Evaluation of teaching ethics Defining Issues 
Test (DIT)
Azer, S. A. (2003). Assessment in a problem-based learning course - Twelve tips 
for constructing multiple choice questions that test students' cognitive skills. 
Biochemistry and Molecular Biology Education, 31(6), 428-434. 2003 6
yes no TB D University of 
Melbourne
Dentistry Health Resource to assist in writing 
Multiple Choice Questions 
(MCQs)
Rayner, J. (2005). The advanced diploma in horticulture - A pathway into and 
through higher education. IVth International Symposium on Horticultural 
Education, Extension and Training - Proceedings(672), 311-317.
2005 0 yes no TB E 1 Event 
Management
145 Two stage sequential design 
study
Survey Focus groups
Hovenga, E. J. S. (2004). Academic standards, credit transfers and associated 
issues. Stud Health Technol Inform, 109, 18-27.
2005 1
yes no MR D 1 Health undergrad
uate
Examination of academic 
standards and credit of a course
Mills, P. C., & Woodall, P. F. (2005). A comparison of responses to group learning 
between first-year Asian and first-year Australian veterinary science students. 
Journal of Veterinary Medical Education, 32(4), 531-536.
2005 2 yes no TB E 1 first year Australian and 
Asian
Exploratory study on group 
learning
suvey
Ginns, P., & Barrie, S. (2004). Reliability of single-item ratings of quality in higher 
education: A replication. Psychological Reports, 95(3), 1023-1030.
2005 3
yes no TB D 1 Institutional               59,815 Meta-analytic method, 
replication study
Questionnaire
Hendry, G. D., Hyde, S. J., & Davy, P. (2005). Independent student study groups. 
Medical Education, 39(7), 672-679.
2005 3
yes no TB E 1 Medicine 233 Comparative analysis of study 
groups
survey
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Appendix H Higher Education Support Act, Higher 
Education Providers 2008 
Table A Public Higher Education Providers  
 
Australian Catholic University  
Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education  
Central Queensland University  
Charles Darwin University  
Charles Sturt University  
Curtin University of Technology  
Deakin University  
Edith Cowan University  
Griffith University  
James Cook University  
La Trobe University  
Macquarie University  
Monash University  
Murdoch University  
Queensland University of Technology  
RMIT University  
Southern Cross University  
Swinburne University of Technology  
The Australian National University  
The Flinders University of South Australia  
The University of Adelaide  
The University of Melbourne  
The University of New England  
The University of New South Wales  
The University of Newcastle 
The University of Queensland  
The University of Sydney  
The University of Western Australia  
University of Ballarat  
University of Canberra  
University of South Australia  
University of Southern Queensland  
University of Tasmania  
University of Technology, Sydney  
University of the Sunshine Coast  
University of Western Sydney  
University of Wollongong  
Victoria University  
 
Table B Private Higher Education Providers 
 
Bond University 
Melbourne College of Divinity 
Appendices   Page 390 
The University of Notre Dame Australia 
 
Table C Private Higher Education Providers 
 
Carnegie Mellon University 
 
Other 
 
Private higher education providers continued 
ACPE Limited  
Adelaide Central School of Art  
Wesley Institute  
Adelaide College of Divinity  
Whitehouse Institute of Design  
Australian Academy of Design  
William Angliss Institute of TAFE  
Australian College of Applied Psychology  
Wollongong College Australia  
Australian College of Natural Medicine  
Australian College of Theology  
Australian Film, Television and Radio School  
Australian Institute of Public Safety  
Australian Lutheran College  
Avondale College  
Billy Blue College  
Blue Mountains International Hotel Management School  
Box Hill Institute of TAFE  
Bradford College  
Brisbane College of Theology  
Cairnmillar Institute School of Counselling and Psychotherapy  
Campion Institute Limited  
Cengage Education  
Christian Heritage College  
Curtin International College  
East Coast Gestalt Training  
Educational Enterprises Australia Pty Ltd  
Gestalt Association of Queensland  
Gordon Institute of TAFE  
Harvest Bible College  
Holmes Institute  
Holmesglen Institute of TAFE  
Insearch  
Institute of Counselling  
International College of Management, Sydney  
International Conservatorium of Music  
Jansen Newman Institute  
JMC Academy  
Private higher education providers continued 
 
Macleay College  
Appendices Page 391 
Marcus Oldham College  
Melbourne Institute for Experiential and Creative Arts Therapy  
Melbourne Institute of Business and Technology  
Melbourne Institute of Technology  
Monash College Group  
Moore Theological College  
National Institute of Dramatic Art  
Nature Care College  
Northern Melbourne Institute of TAFE  
Oceania Polytechnic Institute of Education  
Perth Bible College  
Perth Institute of Business and Technology  
Qantm Pty Ltd  
Queensland Institute of Business and Technology  
Raffles KVB Institute  
SAE Institute  
Sarina Russo Schools Australia Pty Ltd  
Shafston Institute of Technology  
South Australian Institute of Business and Technology  
Swan TAFE  
Sydney College of Divinity  
Sydney Institute of Business and Technology  
Tabor College - Victoria  
Tabor College (NSW)  
Tabor College Adelaide  
Tabor College Tasmania  
The Australian Guild of Music Education  
The Australian Institute of Music  
The College of Law Pty Ltd.  
The Southern School of Natural Therapies Limited  
 
The private providers above are all listed in subdivision 16-B of HESA and providers 
as determined by the Minister under section 16-35 of HESA. 
 
Source: Students: 2008 Summary of Higher Education Statistics  
  
Appendices   Page 392 
Appendix I Dual-Sector and Mixed-Sector Higher 
Education Providers 
Dual-sector tertiary 
 
Charles Darwin University 
RMIT University  
Swinburne University of Technology  
University of Ballarat  
Victoria University  
 
Mixed-sector tertiary: universities with a registered training organisation 
 
Australian Catholic University  
Charles Sturt University  
Curtin University of Technology  
Deakin University  
Edith Cowan University  
Griffith University  
La Trobe University  
Monash University  
The University of New England  
The University of Notre Dame 
The University of Queensland  
University of Tasmania  
University of the Sunshine Coast  
University of Western Sydney  
 
Mixed-sector tertiary: Self-accrediting Tertiary Education institution 
 
Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education  
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Appendix J LTPF League Table 2006 
University Score  
1 - University of Wollongong 34.24  
2 - Australian Maritime College 30.79  
3 - University of Melbourne 29.93  
4 - Swinburne University of Technology 29.33  
5 - University of Queensland 28.73  
6 - Australian National University 26.95  
7 - University of New England 25.56  
8 - University of Canberra 24.25  
9 - University of Ballarat 24.08  
10 - University of Sydney 23.93  
11 - Murdoch University 23.49  
12 - University of Western Australia 23.42  
13 - Australian Catholic University 22.73  
14 - Monash University 22.16  
15 - La Trobe University 21.18  
16 - Macquarie University 19.96  
17 - Charles Sturt University 19.44  
18 - University of Technology, Sydney 18.72  
19 - Victoria University 18.65  
20 - University of the Sunshine Coast 18.44  
21 - Deakin University 18.35  
22 - Griffith University 18.25  
23 - Edith Cowan University 17.91  
24 - Curtin University of Technology 17.45  
25 – The University of Newcastle 16.31  
26 - Flinders University 16.02  
27 - University of Southern Queensland 15.39  
28 - Southern Cross University 14.83  
29 - RMIT 14.49  
30 - James Cook University 14.17  
31 - Queensland University of Technology 13.67  
32 - University of New South Wales 13.56  
33 - University of Western Sydney 12.85  
34 - University of Tasmania 12.00  
35 - Central Queensland University 11.49  
36 - University of Adelaide 10.54  
37 - University of South Australia 10.11  
38 - Charles Darwin University 9.05   
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The scaling method used in preparing this league table has five 
components: 
1) Course Experience Questionnaire generic skills: 17.91% 
2) Course Experience Questionnaire good teaching: 
18.5%  
3) Course Experience Questionnaire overall 
satisfaction: 18.9%  
4) Students in full-time employment after they graduate: 11.48% 
5) Those that go on to full-time study: 10.29% 
6) Drop-out or attrition rates: 10.65%  
7) Student progress or pass rates: 12.26%  
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Appendix K Higher Education Providers’ Website 
Homepage 
Table A 
Australian Catholic University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 
2008 from http://www.acu.edu.au/. 
Australian National University, The. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved 
December 5, 2008 from http://www.anu.edu.au/index.php. 
Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education. (2008). University homepage. 
Retrieved December 5, 2008 from 
http://www.batchelor.edu.au/main/welcome-to-batchelor-institute. 
Central Queensland University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 
5, 2008 from http://www.cqu.edu.au/. 
Charles Darwin University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 
2008 from http://www.cdu.edu.au/. 
Charles Sturt University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 
from http://www.csu.edu.au/. 
Curtin University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 from 
http://www.curtin.edu.au/. 
Deakin University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 from 
http://www.deakin.edu.au/. 
Edith Cowan University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 
from http://www.ecu.edu.au/. 
Flinders University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 from 
http://www.flinders.edu.au/. 
Griffith University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 from 
http://www.griffith.edu.au/. 
James Cook University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 
from http://www.jcu.edu.au/. 
La Trobe University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 
from http://www.latrobe.edu.au/. 
Macquarie University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 
from http://www.mq.edu.au/. 
Monash University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 from 
http://www.monash.edu.au/. 
Murdoch University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 
from http://www.murdoch.edu.au/. 
Queensland University of Technology. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved 
December 5, 2008 from http://www.qut.edu.au/. 
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RMIT University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 from 
http://www.rmit.edu.au/. 
Southern Cross University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 
2008 from http://www.scu.edu.au/. 
Swinburne University of Technology. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved 
December 5, 2008 from http://www.swinburne.edu.au/index.php. 
University of Adelaide, The. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 
2008 from http://www.adelaide.edu.au/. 
University of Ballarat. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 
from http://www.ballarat.edu.au/. 
University of Canberra. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 
from http://www.canberra.edu.au/home/. 
University of Melbourne, The. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 
2008 from http://www.unimelb.edu.au/. 
University of New England. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 
2008 from http://www.une.edu.au/. 
University of New South Wales. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 
5, 2008 from http://www.unsw.edu.au/. 
University of Newcastle. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 
from http://www.newcastle.edu.au/. 
University of Queensland, The. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 
5, 2008 from http://www.uq.edu.au/. 
University of South Australia. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 
2008 from http://www.unisa.edu.au/. 
University of Southern Queensland. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved 
December 5, 2008 from http://www.usc.edu.au/. 
University of Sydney, The. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 
2008 from http://www.usyd.edu.au/. 
University of Tasmania. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 
from http://www.utas.edu.au/. 
University of Technology, Sydney. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved 
December 5, 2008 from http://www.uts.edu.au/. 
University of the Sunshine Coast. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 
5, 2008 from http://www.usc.edu.au/. 
University of Western Australia, The. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved 
December 5, 2008 from http://www.uwa.edu.au/. 
University of Western Sydney. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 
2008 from http://www.uws.edu.au/. 
University of Wollongong. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 
2008 from http://www.uow.edu.au/. 
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Victoria University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 from 
http://www.vu.edu.au/. 
Table B 
Bond University. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 from 
http://www.bond.edu.au/index.html. 
Melbourne College of Divinity. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 
5, 2008 from http://www.mcd.edu.au/. 
University of Notre Dame. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 
2008 from http://www.nd.edu.au/. 
Table C 
Carnegie Mellon University, USA. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved 
December 5, 2008 from http://www.australia.cmu.edu/. 
University College London, UK. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 
5, 2008 from http://www.ucl.uk/australia. 
Other 
Australian College of Divinity. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 
2008 from http://www.acd.edu.au/. 
Australian Film, Television and Radio School. (2008). University homepage. 
Retrieved December 5, 2008 from http://www.aftrs.edu.au/. 
Avondale College. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 from 
http://www.avondale.edu.au/. 
Christian Heritage College. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 
2008 from http://www.chc.edu.au/. 
Tabor College. (2008). University homepage. Retrieved December 5, 2008 from 
http://www.tabor.edu.au/. 
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Appendix L Promotion Criteria for Griffith University 
Promotion to Level C (December, 2008) 
 
Promotion to Senior Lecturer recognises a staff member's continued 
meritorious performance in teaching, research and service commensurate 
with the individual's proportion of allocated work across the academic areas. 
Staff members may apply for promotion on the basis of outstanding 
achievement in one area of specialisation. Such applicants will also be 
expected to demonstrate a sustained contribution to the mission of the 
University in their other work areas. Applicants with a work allocation of 50% 
or more in a particular area will be expected to base their case on 
outstanding performance in that area. 
 
Teaching 
The case for promotion for meritorious teaching will be established by 
evidence of activities leading towards teaching scholarship. Evidence of 
meritorious teaching may include but is not limited to: 
− Effective promotion of student learning established through student 
and/or peer evaluations of teaching 
− Presentations on teaching practice at staff seminars or teaching 
and learning conferences 
− A teaching portfolio outlining a process of critical engagement with 
pedagogical literature, reflection on current teaching practice and 
the application of new methods into teaching practice 
 
Research 
Promotion for meritorious research will be assessed according to research 
quality and impact, commensurate with a staff member's individual work 
allocation. Quality and impact measures must be relevant and sensitive to 
each staff member's discipline. These may include but are not limited to: 
 
− Publications of academic books and monographs 
− Publications in peer refereed journals 
− Substantial and original creative and performance work produced 
in a recognised community of practice 
− Success in achieving competitive external grants 
− Invitations to present keynote addresses at international 
conferences 
− Research that has had a measurable impact on policy and practice 
within the wider community 
− Membership of journal editorial boards 
− Awards recognising research excellence 
− Successful supervision of RHD students 
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Staff members may support their applications for promotion with evidence of 
research activity leading to scholarly outcomes, such as presentations of 
work in progress at academic conferences. 
 
Service 
Completion of university and professional service is a normal expectation of 
academic work. Staff applying for promotion must demonstrate meritorious 
performance in service commensurate with their individual work allocation. 
They may do so by citing various activities that include but are not limited to: 
− Service in the conduct of research within the university – through 
service to research centres, through a record of successful 
supervision of research higher degrees students 
− Service to their discipline – in the course of reviewing academic 
publications, and by convening academic conferences  
− Service in community engagement – by way of involvement in the 
governance of community organisations, corporations or 
practitioner societies, through media involvement, in ways that 
contribute to core activities of learning and research 
− Service in teaching – by way of program convening 
− Service in administration – via involvement in university committees 
and governance structures 
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Appendix M Senior Lecturer (Quality) Selection 
Criteria 
University of Southern Queensland with close date 9 March 2012  
Key Selection - Criteria Senior Lecturer (Quality) 
Essential  
1. Qualifications: A doctoral qualification in Education, preferably specialising in 
Higher Education, or in another appropriate discipline, or equivalent accreditation 
and standing.  
2. Experience: Demonstrated record of productive research and scholarship activity 
in the practice and theory of learning and teaching in Higher Education.  
• Demonstrated capacity to promote learning and teaching and associated 
research and scholarship across all levels of the University.  
• Demonstrated understanding of the learning requirements of students in 
Higher Education.  
• Experience with learning and teaching in digital environments.  
3. Academic Leadership: Demonstrated high level ability to initiate, manage and 
promote projects and opportunities at a strategic level and provide leadership to a 
diverse range of staff in order to motivate, develop, empower and coach staff to 
excellence in an academic environment.  
4. Planning and Organising: Demonstrated high level ability to independently 
organise and manage a wide variety of complex tasks and projects to meet 
conflicting priorities and deadlines and achieve high quality strategic outcomes.  
5. Team Work: Demonstrated high level ability to direct effective work teams, 
resolve conflict and participate equitably in positive and successful organisation wide 
teams working to achieve corporate goals and objectives.  
6. Communication Skills: Demonstrated high level ability to provide strategic advice 
and establish and maintain effective relationships with a diverse range of clients and 
stakeholders, with the ability to prepare a range of professional written documents 
for both a University wide and external audience.  
7. Judgement, Analysis and Problem Solving: Demonstrated high level ability to 
apply strategic, innovative thinking to develop options, critically evaluate 
alternatives and implement integrated and equitable solutions to complex workplace 
issues.  
8. Client Service: Demonstrated understanding of the centrality of clients in a service 
industry and ability to meet and exceed individual client needs and ensure a positive 
standard of service provision consistent with the USQ brand at all times.  
Desirable  
1. Experience in University teaching, including on-campus, distance, and/or web 
modes or flexible learning modes.  
2. Demonstrated capacity to promote, facilitate and contribute to team-based research 
and scholarship activity in learning and teaching in Higher Education within 
disciplines and multi-disciplinary. 
 
